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Abstract 
 
Higher education is no longer a national concept, but rather a global concept. 
Globalization has enacted competition as a new driving force in higher education. This includes 
competition for students, faculty, research, and innovation and technology. To be a leader in this 
competitive and global higher education market, institutions must internationalize their 
campuses. The United States has long been the number one destination for international students. 
However, Europe has implemented several higher education reforms, including the Bologna 
Declaration, to increase their attractiveness, visibility, and competitiveness. In response to 
Europe’s initiatives, international student advocates like me are asking if international students 
will begin choosing Europe over the United States for higher education. More specifically, I am 
asking if and how the Bologna Declaration directly threatens the United States’ competitive edge 
over the international student market.  
Using a critical pragmatist theoretical framework, I have conducted a policy analysis of 
the implications of globalized competition in higher education, and examined responses to the 
Bologna Declaration and other international student competition influences from the top twenty 
international student-enrolling institutions in the United States. To remain competitive, American 
institutions need to consider curriculum reforms, diversify international student recruitment, and 
collaborate nationally to combat negative global perceptions of the United States, advocate for 
streamlined student visa processes, and increase funding opportunities for international students. 
Growing competition, combined with our nation’s political climate, has increased the urgency 
for higher education institutions to lobby for these changes, and I believe these changes will have 
true policy implications for our higher education institutions and our national government that 
will make us more attractive to international students, as well as to our own citizens. 
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Chapter 1 
Importance of Evaluating International Student Competition 
Preface 
I began my career in graduate admissions as an entry-level secretary for the Department 
of Mathematics at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign in 1999. I quickly realized I 
loved working with international applicants and students and that the university setting was 
where I wanted to be. After completing my undergraduate degree, I moved on to work for the 
central Graduate Admissions office at Illinois in 2004 and began learning about higher education 
structures in other countries. Early on in my career, I became fascinated with evaluating 
academic credentials from other countries. It was like putting a puzzle together as I determined 
how the number of years and types of classes a student took would make them eligible for 
graduate admission. In those days, European credentials were some of the toughest credentials to 
evaluate. A student from Europe applied with several different transcripts and diplomas, and I 
would spend a great deal of time analyzing each student using resources from the country itself, 
as well as those from national organizations, to evaluate their grades, degrees, and coursework.  
Soon I was promoted to Assistant Director of the Graduate Admissions unit at Illinois in 
2006, and by this time, the Bologna Declaration was becoming quite the hot topic for graduate 
admissions offices across the United States. Admissions offices had suddenly begun seeing 
students with three-year bachelor’s degrees from Europe applying to graduate school, which left 
institutions uncertain as to the evaluation of these new degrees. Should we let them in? Should 
we make them do one year of undergrad before letting them into graduate school?  
These questions were soon debated on our own campus, as well as with our peer 
institutions. Some smaller institutions quickly decided to accept these degrees to increase their 
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international student enrollments, while many larger international student-enrolling institutions, 
like the University of Illinois, took a safer approach. We took the stance that we would let the 
students in on limited status with the support of the admitting academic program.  
During this time, my Director encouraged me to pursue a Master of Education degree in 
Higher Education at Illinois, which I did. During my time in the Higher Education program, I 
took every opportunity to research and write about the Bologna Declaration and the issues that 
generally faced our international students in the United States.  With each new course, I began 
delving more deeply into this area of research.  
Shortly before completing my Master’s degree in 2008, I was promoted to Director of the 
Graduate Admissions unit at Illinois. As Director, I held numerous discussions regarding 
Bologna, international recruitment, and international admissions policies, at both Illinois and at 
peer institutions. Based on my research and experience in international student admissions, and 
in higher education structures, I began recommending and receiving approval to admit students 
from Europe with three-year bachelor’s degrees unconditionally, with the support of the 
admitting academic programs. 
In 2010, my Dean encouraged me to return to my academic career and pursue a doctoral 
degree with research surrounding the area of international student recruitment. My admissions 
background, and my interest in the higher education structures of Europe, led me to the topic of 
Bologna once again. Throughout my doctoral coursework, I continued my research on Bologna, 
and (during a research methods course) I began to focus my research on the competition aspect 
of Bologna. My ultimate dissertation question, “How has Bologna impacted our ability to 
maintain our lead in international student recruitment?” was formed as a result of the combined 
research regarding the competition goals inherent in Bologna and the best practices of 
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international student recruitment as a whole. I was able to hone in my methodology with the help 
of additional research and globalization topics courses, and soon realized that a policy analysis 
would best suit this research.  
Studying various and multiple research methodologies throughout my doctoral program 
helped inform my decision to employ an evaluative policy analysis, using a critical pragmatist 
theory lens, to gauge the true impacts of the Bologna Declaration. My intentions for my research 
were to discover ways that the United States is vulnerable to losing its lead in the international 
student market, to learn how the Bologna Declaration has impacted and/or will impact our ability 
to maintain our lead in the international student market, and to determine recommendations for 
the United States (and more specifically, the University of Illinois) to combat these impacts and 
maintain and increase our leadership status in the international student market. 
As previously stated, my former Dean encouraged me to pursue this doctoral degree, in 
part to learn how to put our institution in a better position to increase international student 
recruitment, but also to aide me in furthering my career at Illinois. As I have moved through my 
program and my career at Illinois, I do believe it is important for me to acknowledge that my 
research will benefit my career and my employer. Also, due to my extensive administrative 
background, I have the tendency to look at scholarly issues with an administrative lens1. I 
recognize these biases and want to make these public to my readers. My position with Illinois 
also gives me an advantage in conducting my research. To research this topic and develop my 
recommendations, I conducted a series of document reviews, along with questionnaires and 
interviews with administrators from the top twenty international student-enrolling institutions. I 
have a number of contacts at these institutions; therefore, it is possible I was more likely to 
                                                            
1 Administrative lens meaning that I tend to think as an administrator first and a scholar second. I look at the 
practical policy implications of my research first. 
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receive responses to the questionnaires and interviews than would someone else conducting this 
research. I have also employed snowball sampling by using these contacts to help me find 
additional contacts at each institution.  
I have also conducted extensive document review with both United States and European 
trends reports for additional data about admission and enrollment trends, and for data to show 
successes and/or challenges of the Bologna Declaration. This document review also included the 
introduction of a chapter to discuss internationalization of higher education within the United 
States, and our strengths and weaknesses as a major player in the international student market. 
To develop my recommendations, I chose to triangulate2 the results of my different research 
methods: document review, questionnaires, and interviews. I believe that utilizing the results of 
the three sources together has allowed me to formulate recommendations that are more 
comprehensive. 
I hope this preface has provided you with some additional background regarding how I 
developed my dissertation topic, as well as why I have pursued this research, and what I hoped to 
achieve from it.  
Introduction to Research 
The United States has long been the number one destination for international student 
enrollment; however, with Europe’s recent higher education reforms and the increase of red tape 
for international students entering the United States, international student advocates, like me, 
began asking questions such as: “Will international students begin choosing Europe over the 
United States for higher education”, and “Does the Bologna Declaration, which has spurred a 
newly competitive European Higher Education Area, directly threaten the United States’ 
                                                            
2 To triangulate research results means to evaluate each research method’s results and cross-reference the results 
to ensure the validity of the findings.  
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competitive edge over the international student market”? In addition,: “Do we care if we lose 
international enrollments, and if so, why”?  
To answer these questions, I first explored the Bologna Declaration’s history, including 
why and how it was developed, what were the goals of Bologna, and finally, what progress has 
Europe made, and what are their future action plans. This exploration provided a foundation for 
understanding Bologna’s potential impacts on global competitiveness in higher education and for 
effectively responding and taking action in our own higher education structures to maintain, and 
even increase, our international student enrollments. In addition, I have researched the history 
and influences of international higher education in the United States. This included evaluating 
our history of recruiting international students, the benefits of international student enrollments, 
and the internal influences on our ability to compete for international students.  
I would argue that Bologna is a direct threat to our global competitiveness for higher 
education, and that we may lose international students to other institutions in other higher 
education areas. This would negatively impact United States higher education in multiple ways. 
It will lessen our domestic students’ international experiences, since they will not have as many 
opportunities to learn about outside perspectives and differencing cultures from international 
students; also, US institutions and students will have fewer opportunities to influence 
international students with our perspectives and cultures. These interactions are important to 
producing good global citizens, who may one day grow to be leaders in countries with a need to 
work cooperatively.   
The Bologna model continues to be adopted in other higher education areas across the 
globe, and the United States needs to not only be aware of these drastic higher education reform 
trends, but also start to put a plan in place to maintain and even increase our international student 
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enrollments. We must research how the Bologna Declaration may one day tip the balance of the 
international student market slightly away from the United States’ favor. This balance may be 
tipped even more as the Bologna Declaration progresses, and as more non-European nations 
across the globe partner with European institutions, adopting the Bologna model for their own 
higher education structures. One example of this can be found in European institutions partnering 
with institutions in Asia, Australia, and Latin America for joint and dual degree programs. There 
are even a number of agreements with United Sates institutions, although these are general 
exchange agreements for a semester or two rather than an actual joint or dual degree program.   
The United States remains the number one nation for international students to choose for 
higher education; however, if you compare the United States to the European Union (as a 
whole), their successes with recruiting international students far outweigh those of the United 
States. In addition, other countries around the globe are increasing their share in the international 
student market. With all of this, the United States may remain in the lead, but they are losing 
their market share faster than they realize. With the Bologna Declaration paving the path for 
Europe to increase their competition for international students, other nations around the globe are 
following suit and ramping up their recruitment of international students. Yet, the United States 
has not come up with a national agenda to maintain, much less increase, our share of the 
international student market. Instead, as a nation, we have increased our visa regulations and 
bureaucracy to make it more difficult for higher education institutions to recruit international 
students and more difficult for international students to choose the United States for higher 
education. We can review the Bologna Declaration, (its goals, its successes, and its challenges), 
and study the internal and external influences on why international students choose or don’t 
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choose the United States for higher education; however, we must ultimately research whether 
and how the United States might learn a thing or two from Europe.  
Research Purpose 
The purpose of my research was to understand how the University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign, and (more generally) other universities in the United States, might learn from the 
European Bologna Declaration, a major higher education reform, in terms of competition for 
international students. Understanding how we can do this will require using a critical pragmatist 
theory 3lens to look at how Europe has been successful at increasing its market share of 
international students, and how the United States may be struggling in international student 
recruitment. The ultimate goal was to develop strategies for the United States, and more 
specifically for the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, to remain competitive (and 
increase its competitiveness) in the international student market for higher education. 
 In order to begin this research, I first conducted a literature review to provide a 
foundation of knowledge concerning globalization of, and internationalization in, higher 
education. This literature review not only defines these terms, but also describes how the terms 
are used in higher education institutions, the impacts and driving influences of globalization and 
internationalization efforts within higher education institutions, and ultimately how they impact 
the competitive nature of higher education. Competition for international students and the United 
States’ leadership status in this competition are the primary facets of my research goals and 
questions, and I believe understanding the foundation behind globalization and 
internationalization of higher education to be critical to my research mission.  
                                                            
3 Critical Pragmatism allows researchers to critique and question research results, but also to think and plan 
practically for solutions and recommendations.  
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 To build on this foundation, I have researched the history and influences of international 
education in both the European Union and the United States in chapters three and four. To fully 
understand the potential impacts of the Bologna Declaration on the international student market, 
as well as on the United States’ leadership status in this international student market, it was 
crucial to evaluate the history of both the European Union and the United States in recruiting 
international students, promoting international student mobility, and implementing 
internationalization efforts through its higher education institutions as a result of the 
globalization of higher education. 
 In chapter five, I further discuss my methodology for evaluating the impacts of the 
Bologna Declaration and its impacts on the United States’ leadership status in the globalized 
higher education market. Through a critical pragmatist theory lens, I have conducted a policy 
analysis of the Bologna Declaration, and in chapter six, I detail my findings and results of my 
document review, questionnaires, and interviews. Finally, in chapter seven, I have outlined 
recommendations for universities in the United States, and more specifically, the University of 
Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, to potentially implement to remain an international leader in 
higher education as well as in the globalized higher education market for international students.  
Summary 
When I first began this research, my hypothesis of what I would discover included higher 
education institutions being generally aware of the Bologna Declaration, but possibly not as 
concerned as they should be about international student enrollment changes. I had personally 
believed that while the European Union was realizing successes through the Bologna Declaration 
and other internationalization efforts, the United States wasn’t in trouble just yet. Rather we 
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could begin and should begin to pay closer to attention to Europe and learn from their successes 
and possibly look at reforms in our own higher education structures to remain competitive.  
However, since beginning this journey, our country has gone through a drastic change in 
political and social climate that has increased the relevance of my research and the urgency to 
inform international education policies. Also, the European Union has undergone a number of 
political changes, including the United Kingdom deciding to leave the European Union through 
the Brexit movement, and many individual countries within the European Union taking a more 
nationalist stance on education and employment than the mobility favorable stance taken 
previously in the European Union.  
For the United States, while we remain in the lead as a destination for international 
students, our government’s executive branch has enacted several executive orders in just the last 
few months that have shifted the perception of the United States from being welcoming to, and 
valuing perspectives from, international students to a country that appears hostile to international 
students. The new global perception of the United States regarding immigration and international 
students is very alarming to higher education institutions, particularly those with large 
international student populations like the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. Therefore, 
this research and the subsequent recommendations will have a greater impact than when I 
originally began this study.  
In the end, this dissertation has served to research not only the Bologna Declaration and 
its impacts on the United States’ leadership status in the globalized higher education market, but 
also to evaluate all factors that influence the United States’ leadership status. You will see in my 
recommendations that while some include action plans directly influenced by the Bologna 
Declaration, other recommendations are more influenced by actions currently being taken within 
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the United States that are negatively impacting our leadership position.  I believe my 
recommendations will assist higher education institutions in the United States to not only 
maintain their current international student enrollments, but to continue to grow enrollments and 
grow our missions of being preeminent global universities.  
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Chapter 2 
Foundations of Globalization and Internationalization of Higher Education 
Introduction 
As discussed in chapter 1, my research is exploring the Bologna Declaration in Europe 
and the various impacts on the United States’ leadership status in the globalized higher education 
market. With this research, it is important to provide some foundational information regarding 
both the globalization and internationalization of higher education. Globalization and 
internationalization are two terms used in higher education extensively. They are used on a near 
daily basis by faculty, staff, and students at nearly every institution in the United States. They are 
used in staff titles, in course syllabi, and even in academic major names. They are often used 
interchangeably, with everyone defining their own meaning of these terms. There are also other 
related terms thrown in with the discourse surrounding globalization and internationalization, 
such as “cross-cultural” or “inter-cultural” studies. And each individual’s own personal 
background and/or views on globalization (and/or internationalization) are often used exclusively 
to define these terms for her or himself. 
 Let me attempt, here, to not only define globalization and internationalization, but to do 
so specifically in the realm of the higher education community. My goal is to offer definitions 
that can be used across academic and service units in higher education institutions, as well as 
offer explanations for the differences between the two terms and how the two terms depend on 
each other. Determining these definitions and the uses of such terms lays the foundation for an 
analysis of the globalized higher education market. The term or phrase “globalized higher 
education market” can also be called the “international student market” or the “market of 
international student competition.” These terms/phrases mean different things to different 
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stakeholders in higher education and understanding these terms/phrases and their foundation is 
critical.  
Numerous sources in the literature are available for defining “internationalization” and 
“globalization”, but again, each definition is offered from the viewpoint of the respective author. 
And my definitions will also, necessarily, be from my own viewpoint. As a doctoral student in 
the Global Studies in Education division of the Education Policy, Organization, and Leadership 
department of the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, I was naturally predisposed to 
defining myself as someone who uses the terms internationalization and globalization on a near 
daily basis. I could be identified as an expert in these areas simply because I have been admitted 
to study within a global studies division in such an internationally prestigious university—a 
university that has more international students than all but one other public institution in the 
United States. In addition, I oversee the Admissions, Registration, and Enrollment Services unit 
in the Graduate College at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign. In this role, I have a 
responsibility to be an international student advocate and to serve as an expert in higher 
education systems and policies from across the globe. These experiences directly impact my 
hypotheses on the definitions of internationalization and globalization. And ultimately, I will 
argue that a person’s, or a nation’s, or an institution’s experiences are what shape their 
definitions of these terms. 
Defining internationalization  
The National Association of Foreign Student Advisors (2011) defines internationalization 
as “the conscious effort to integrate and infuse international, intercultural, and global dimensions 
into the ethos and outcomes of postsecondary education. To be fully successful, it must involve 
active and responsible engagement of the academic community in global networks and 
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partnerships.” (NAFSA, 2011, p. 1) The National Association of Foreign Student Advisors 
(NAFSA) serves as an organization to not only support advisors and other international student 
professionals, but as a voice for international students in discussing policies that impact 
international students. The internationalization of higher education is a concept that must serve 
our international students, but also our domestic students. It is an ideology that the entire 
academic community can come together and learn together about each other’s cultures, business 
practices, philosophies, and innovations. 
Over the last few decades, internationalization has been a hot topic for institutions across 
the United States. With this, universities have been ramping up their international activities. 
These activities typically include study abroad, international curriculums with goals of cross-
cultural understanding, foreign language proficiency, and programs to increase students’ abilities 
and skills of working in and with others in international labor, economic, political, and societal 
markets. (Altbach and Knight, 2007) In addition, internationalization is now regularly used in 
our mission statements, strategic plans, and our marketing and recruiting campaigns. 
Internationalization is viewed as a core mission of most top universities in the United States.  
Benefits of Internationalization  
Qiang (2003) discusses the arguments for internationalization and why it’s important to 
universities. He argues that with internationalization, universities are better able to prepare their 
students for skills to respond to the demands from the globalized job market. Internationalization 
specifically gives them skills in multi-lingual proficiencies, as well as knowledge in and 
appreciation of multiculturalism. These skills are critical to students’ ability to succeed after 
graduation. He also cites the economic benefits of enrolling international students, both to the 
institution and to our state and national economies. I believe we should maintain a non-profit 
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public higher education structure in the United States, but we do need to recognize the billions of 
dollars that international students generate in our local, state, and national economies. For 
example, in 2015, international students generated $35.8 billion towards our economy. (IIE Open 
Doors, 2016) This benefit alone should convince institutions of the need to remain competitive in 
the globalized higher education market. And finally, Qiang (2003) discusses the increase in 
online degree programs, which allow for students from all over the globe to enroll in courses at 
institutions in the United States. The ability for students to sit side-by-side in a virtual classroom 
and interact and learn from each other is a critical innovation for universities. More universities 
are utilizing this new technology to offer programs and as a tool for internationalizing their 
curriculums and student body. For example, at the University of Illinois, President Timothy 
Killeen has set a goal for the university to increase its enrollment (from its three campuses) to 
100,000 students by 2021 primarily through graduate online programs 4such as their new iMBA 
or Data Sciences Master of Computer Science programs operated through Coursera. (Wurth, 
2017)  
Qiang (2003) further argues that internationalizing a campus allows you to compare your 
teaching and research with that of other institutions in other nations, creating standards for your 
institution on the international level. Ideally, this would mean improving the quality of higher 
education provided. This opens new avenues of competition in the higher education market, 
which can only encourage universities to continue their internationalization efforts with an 
increased urgency. Qiang (2003) states that internationalizing a campus only fully works if 
internationalization is a part of the university’s mission, and not just a random goal of one office 
of the university. Large research universities, such at the University of Illinois at Urbana-
                                                            
4 The University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign offers more than 50 MOOCs through Coursera and has had 
550,396 active enrollments in these online courses from over 225 countries. (Illinois MOOCS, 2017) 
15 
 
Champaign, are often decentralized, and it is easy for internationalization efforts to exist in small 
offices for small groups of students. But, when the university comes together as a whole, an 
internationalization effort can be much more effective. Qiang (2003) argues that 
“internationalization must be entrenched in the culture, policy, planning, and organizational 
process of the institution so that it can be both successful and sustainable.” (Qiang, 2003, p. 258) 
Institutions in the United States with successful internationalization activities and efforts 
often have better reputations and rankings, and an enhanced ability to recruit and retain diverse 
student bodies. Success in internationalization can be measured in our ability to recruit 
international students, offer study abroad and other international experiences for our own 
domestic students, offer international programming and curricula, and in how well we train our 
students to enter the internationalized job market of today. NAFSA (2011) argues that 
“internationalization will ultimately leverage the collective assets of the higher education sector 
to create a new generation of global citizens who will, in turn, contribute to the advancement of 
social and economic development for all.” (NAFSA, 2011, p. 1) This argument states that 
internationalization is not only good for institutions, but also for nations to take on as a mission. 
Institutions in the United States were first founded with goals of producing good public citizens. 
And in today’s age, this is transitioning to producing good global citizens. And 
internationalization of higher education is critical in this mission. I would argue that higher 
education institutions need to define for their students what constitutes a good global citizen. 
Through an internationally enriched curriculum, I believe it will be the responsibility of the 
institutions to teach students these definitions and empower them to embrace the characteristics 
of a good global citizen. 
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Approaches to Internationalization 
Edwards (2007) states that United States institutions pursue internationalization activities 
in two approaches: an opportunistic approach and a planned approach. The opportunistic 
approach is used when different units on a campus are pursuing individual internationalization 
activities. Whereas the planned approach is when the campus, as a whole, is planning 
internationalization activities in an umbrella fashion. (Edwards, 2007)  
Qiang (2003) also discusses various approaches to internationalization for higher 
education. The first, the activity approach, is designed to “promotes activities such as 
curriculum, student/faculty exchange, technical assistance, and international students.” (Qiang, 
2003, p. 250) This is the approach used by most universities – the standard approach – offer 
study abroad, admit international students, have international student activities on campus, etc. 
The second approach, the competency approach, “emphasizes the development of skills, 
knowledge, attitudes, and values in students, faculty and staff.” (Qiang, 2003, p. 250) This 
approach is trying to not only provide activities for students, but also to create a campus climate 
of intercultural awareness and promotion for its students, faculty, and staff. This is another 
common approach – it’s where we internationalize the curriculum and have international studies 
culture classes and even full out majors, and have international training for staff.  The third 
approach, the ethos approach, “emphasizes creating a culture or climate that values and supports 
international/intercultural perspectives and initiatives.” (Qiang, 2003, p. 251) This approach is 
again working towards an over-arching campus climate with internationalization as a focus, but 
more at the broader level. This approach is what calls for internationalization to be in mission 
statements and strategic plans. Henard et al (2012) would categorize both Qiang’s second and 
third approach as an “internationalisation at home” approach. They argue this is the less visible 
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approach of internationalization where you are working to develop skills for working in an 
international and intercultural setting, without ever leaving the student’s home country. The 
fourth approach, the process approach, “stresses integration and infusion of an 
international/intercultural dimension into teaching, research and service through a combination 
of a wide range of activities, policies and procedures.” (Qiang, 2003, p. 251) Zolfaghari et al 
(2009) also support this approach arguing that “integration and infusion are also the keys in this 
definition to ensure that the international dimension is a central part of programs, policies, and 
procedures…” (Zolfaghari et al, 2009, p. 2) This approach is a bit harder to do as it involves 
faculty. Spreading an internationalization-focused climate through administrative offices is easy 
to do with mission statements and strategic plans compared to getting the faculty on board to 
implement this focus in their teaching and research; this is not such an easy agenda to tackle. In 
discussing the influences on internationalization implementation efforts, de Witt (2012) argues 
that faculty resistance and inflexible curriculums can make it difficult for administrators to 
follow through with internationalization efforts. De Witt (2012) argues that “leadership can make 
a difference, but the impetus for change has to move down to the programme level – to deans, 
department heads, faculty and students – for change to be realised.”  
Similarly, when Knight (2004) looks at the history of internationalization and how it has 
evolved, she argues that in the 1980s, internationalization was generally just used as a term to 
describe any internationally focused activities on a campus, such as study abroad or foreign 
language courses. But by the mid-1990s, institutions began to take a broader campus position on 
instituting internationalization at the campus-level. This meant introducing it as a goal in 
strategic plans and collaborating with multiple units on campus to truly internationalize the 
campus. (Knight, 2004)  
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Knight’s (2004) arguments are similar to those of Qiang (2003) and Zolfaghari et al in 
that she offers that institutions cannot simply implement internationalization, but rather, they 
must integrate internationalization into their campus. She argues that the "concept of integration 
is specifically used to denote the process of infusing or embedding the international and 
intercultural dimension into policies and programs to ensure that the international dimension 
remains central, not marginal, and is sustainable.” (Knight, 2004, p. 12) Ultimately, if a campus 
doesn’t take internationalization seriously and fully integrate it into all of their goals and their 
central university mission, then individual unit activities will not fully succeed. The support of 
the campus must exist for a university to fully internationalize its academic community. The 
National Association of Foreign Student Advisors (2011) argues that internationalization 
requires “broad institutional support and involvement of faculty, senior administrators, 
international education professionals, and student services professionals on campuses to realize 
the potential that internationalization has to strengthen the role of United States higher education 
in our increasingly global environment.” (NAFSA, 2011, p. 1)  
Defining Globalization 
The globalization of higher education has resulted from other globalization forces in 
economics, politics, and society. This is in large part due to innovation in technology that has 
allowed for information and knowledge to be transferred and shared across national borders. 
With the ease of the knowledge transfer, courses, research, and other means of delivering and 
producing higher education can now also be implemented and shared globally. The new 
globalized world of higher education is also arisen in part due to the ever-growing competition 
for the best students from around the globe. Students have been studying in foreign countries for 
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decades, but the competition for international students has now risen to the fore-front of every 
major research institution in every major higher education area of the globe. 
Altbach and Knight (2007) define globalization as “the economic, political, and societal 
forces pushing 21st century higher education toward greater international involvement.” 
(Altbach and Knight, 2007, p. 290) They argue that global capital is now being invested as 
human capital through networks of higher education, stating that “this investment reflects the 
emergence of the “knowledge society,” the rise of the service sector, and the dependence of 
many societies on knowledge products and highly educated personnel for economic growth.” 
(Altbach and Knight, 2007, p. 290) The ability to produce human capital – highly educated and 
globally versed graduates – is now a global commodity for which all nations are vying.  
Stromquist and Monkman (2000) argue that globalization “increases interaction and this 
creates opportunities for new learning.” (Stromquist and Monkman, 2000, p. 11) They argue that 
these new learning opportunities are becoming more and more available for education in terms of 
online and distance learning programs. These opportunities allow for knowledge to be more 
easily shared across nations, and subsequently increase the knowledge capabilities of people 
around the world. As a result, globalization is becoming an everyday used word. Similarly, 
Altbach and Knight (2007) argue that the globalization of higher education has resulted in 
research across borders, English as the global language of higher education and business, and 
new ways of using information technology for knowledge transfer around the world.  
Carnoy (2000) argues the relationship between globalization and information is the 
relationship that brings globalization to the forefront of higher education. He argues that "Two of 
the main bases of globalization are information and innovation, and they, in turn, are highly 
knowledge intensive; and because knowledge is highly portable, it lends itself easily to 
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globalization; and if knowledge is fundamental to globalization, globalization should also have a 
profound impact on the transmission of knowledge." (Carnoy, 2000, p. 43) Online learning is an 
enormous innovation for universities and allows institutions to offer programs to students all 
over the globe from different cultures and backgrounds. It allows for virtual classrooms to have 
students from the United States, Europe, Asia, etc. talking with and learning from each other. 
Stromquist and Monkman (2000) argue that globalization “and its sophisticated use of 
technology implies a salient role for post-secondary education." (Stromquist and Monkman, 
2000, p.14) They argue that with this new technology in its arsenal, knowledge is becoming 
more powerful. And for countries to achieve economic growth and remain competitive, they 
must possess strong knowledge capital. (Stromquist and Monkman, 2000)  
Stromquist and Monkman (2000) cite that universities are working more and more with 
outside organizations on research. This is leading to more client-driven or corporation-driven 
research approaches, and less philosophy-based approaches to research. This leads universities to 
possibly becoming too focused on knowledge and research production and less concerned on 
public welfare issues like social justice. This is driven by the competition aspect of globalization. 
As higher education becomes more and more globalized, the competition between universities 
has also moved to be on the global scale. Students want to go to the institution that will best 
prepare them for the workforce, and the competition for these students has led to universities 
becoming more privatized and more client-based research focused. (Stromquist and Monkman, 
2000) 
Carnoy (2000) looks at another aspect of globalization and competition. He argues that 
globalization leads to “increased competition among nations in a more closely intertwined 
international economy." (Carnoy, 2000, p. 46) As competition between countries rises in the 
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higher education market, there has been an increased focus on teaching science, technology, and 
mathematics, all with an increased look at how we measure our educational achievements in 
these areas. Carnoy (2000) argues that these comparative measurements are critical to attracting 
organizations and industries to partner with and gain funding from to facilitate innovative 
research. Institutions now must compete for funding and for students on a global level and so 
having these measurements can increase their ability to develop these relationships.  
Carnoy (2000) cites that universities have the support of organizations such as the 
International Association for Evaluation of Educational Achievement (IEA), the Organisation for 
Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD), and the World Bank, when it comes to using 
global measurements. These organizations all measure education on a global scale and 
specifically look at their measurements of efficiency. These organizations “share an explicit 
understanding that “better” education can be measured and that better education translates 
directly into higher economic and social productivity.” (Carnoy, 2000, p. 56) In a globalized 
higher education market where competition is at the fore-front of institutional agendas, being 
able to measure educational productivity on a global scale is now a necessity for our institutions. 
Globalization vs. Internationalization 
Qiang (2003) argues that “higher education has now become a real part of the 
globalization process: the cross-border matching of supply and demand.” (Qiang, 2003, p. 249) 
This means that the institutional discourse of higher education agendas, strategies, missions, etc. 
can no longer exclude discussing the global implications. Zolfaghari et al (2009) also states “the 
idea of internationalization of higher education especially in developing countries has been 
deduced from globalization of education process.” (Zolfaghari et al, 2009, p.1) Qiang (2003) 
argues that this “calls for a broader definition of internationalization, which embraces the entire 
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functioning of higher education and not merely a dimension or aspect of it, or the actions of 
some individuals which are part of it.” (Qiang, 2003, p. 249) We must define internationalization 
in higher education in a way that will work across academic communities and across borders.  
Qiang (2003) defines internationalization of higher education as “one of the ways a 
country responds to the impact of globalization, yet at the same time respects the individuality of 
the nation.”  (Qiang, 2003, P. 249) This means that each country, and really, each institution, will 
respond to globalization based on its own experiences and characteristics. The structure of an 
institution, along with its culture and mission, will shape the way the institution conducts its 
internationalization activities. Zolfaghari et al (2009) support this argument stating, “The 
definition of internationalization of higher education varies and depends on the stakeholder 
groups, government, private sector, institution, faculty member, academic discipline, and 
student. These different perspectives result in several reasons for many program approaches to 
internationalization of higher education.” (Zolfaghari et al, 2009, p. 2) 
Going along with this argument that each institution will implement internationalization 
based on its situation, the institution may also implement internationalization in multiple ways. 
The university may take an internationalization stance in its recruiting activities and even student 
service activities, but may not take the same stance or approach in its teaching and research 
activities. Qiang (2003) argues that some see internationalization as a way of achieving a goal – 
like competitiveness in the global market – while some see it as just a philosophy of how to 
approach education stating that “it thus can be said that internationalization is not merely an aim 
itself, but an important resource in the development of higher education towards, first of all, a 
system in line with international standards; secondly, one open and responsive to its global 
environment.” (Qiang, 2003, p. 250) 
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Knight (2004) offers a provoking stance on internationalization and globalization of 
higher education stating, “Internationalization is changing the world of higher education, and 
globalization is changing the world of internationalization.” (Knight, 2004, p. 5) I believe that 
higher education is responding to the globalization of economies, technology, and innovation by 
internationalizing their curriculums and offering internationalization opportunities for students to 
create global citizens who can succeed in a globalized workforce. Knight (2004) argues that the 
two concepts are different, but they are definitely related and they definitely build off each other. 
Similar to arguments from Qiang (2003) and Zolfaghari et al (2009); she argues that each 
country, and even each institution, is going to react to globalization and implement 
internationalization strategies and activities differently based on their own experiences, cultures, 
history, etc. (Knight, 2004) Likewise, each individual student, staff member, and faculty member 
of these institutions is going to develop their own definitions of internationalization and reactions 
to globalization based on their own personal experiences. 
Knight (2004) argues that internationalization is the higher education sector’s response to 
the globalization happening in our societies in terms of culture, economics, politics, and 
business. She cites Soderqvist’s (2002) definition of internationalization of higher education as 
“a change process from a national higher education institution to an international higher 
education institution leading to the inclusion of an international dimension in all aspects of its 
holistic management in order to enhance the quality of teaching and learning and to achieve the 
desired competencies.” (Soderqvist, 2002, p. 29) Institutions across the globe will often self-
market themselves as international institutions. They do this when they consider themselves 
successful at enrolling international students and offering internationalized curriculum. They also 
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do this based on their own world rankings in terms of international student enrollments, 
academic rankings, and even globally recognized research rankings. 
Knight (2004) discusses the challenges in developing a definition of internationalization 
for higher education and the difference in defining internationalization and globalization. She 
cites that a definition must be broad enough to fit all countries and all institutional structures. 
Ultimately, she argues that the definition must be relative to all facets of higher education and 
how institutions impact their stakeholders. She offers a definition of “Internationalization at the 
national/sector/institutional levels is defined as the process of integrating an international, 
intercultural or global dimension into the purpose, functions or delivery of post-secondary 
education.” (Knight, 2004, p. 11) As stated previously, integration is critical to successfully 
implementing internationalization on a campus.  
Knight (2004) would argue that internationalization is an ever-evolving process, and I 
would have to agree. It must continue to change, and institutions must continue to question and 
change how they view internationalization as a concept and as a mission. As globalization 
continues to change our economies, societies, politics, and information technology, its impacts 
on internationalization will also change. And this will create a trickle-down effect on how 
institutions implement internationalization as a response to globalization efforts around the 
world. 
Altbach and Knight (2007) also offer an interesting perspective on the difference between 
globalization and internationalization: “Globalization may be unalterable, but 
internationalization involves many choices. Globalization tends to concentrate wealth, 
knowledge, and power in those already possessing these elements. International academic 
mobility similarly favors well-developed education systems and institutions, thereby 
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compounding existing inequalities.” (Altbach and Knight, 2007, p. 291) As internationalization 
is a reaction to globalization in higher education, it is more flexible in terms of how to implement 
and integrate it within your campus agendas. And while globalization is more of a driving force, 
and therefore “unalterable,” it is interpretable. So, while you may not be able to change it, you 
can interpret it in various ways that may differ from others’ views. 
Teichler (2009) believes the following themes underlie the discourse of 
internationalization in higher education: physical mobility, acceptance and recognition of 
academic achievements across borders, knowledge transfer across borders through virtual 
communications, media, and publications, infusing global understanding into curriculums to 
create an increase in cultural awareness on a global level, the fact that comparable higher 
education systems across borders play a role in the success of student mobility, and that it 
usually grows out of a need for higher education reform to maintain global competitiveness, and 
a world class education must include globalization curriculum. All of these themes generally 
have an underlying positive connotation to bring internationalization to higher education. The 
themes all have a goal of improving cultural understanding, academic achievement, and to better 
prepare students for a globalized world. (Teichler, 2009)  
In the age of globalization, student mobility across borders is now a common occurrence; 
whether that is for a short study abroad trip of one semester or for an entire degree program. 
Similar to Teichler’s (2009) themes of internationalization discourse, Altbach and Knight (2007) 
state that key topics in globalization and internationalization discourse include “the cross-border 
movement of students and of higher education programs and institutions—big business for 
universities and other providers—the growing international market for academic and scientific 
personnel, curricular internationalization, and the commercialization of international higher 
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education, especially the growing influence of the for-profit higher education sector.” (Altbach 
and Knight, 2007, p. 291) 
Teichler (2009) argues that the terms internationalization and globalization are different: 
internationalization tends to refer more to increasing cross-border activities, while globalization 
blurs those lines with a hope to seek out having no borders. Teichler (2009) goes so far to state 
that another word for the phrase “world competition society” is global or globalization. Also, 
internationalization is usually focused on knowledge transfer, while globalization is focused on 
competition. (Teichler, 2009) This is why the Bologna Declaration, for example, focuses its 
language and goals on globalization as a means of competition for the international student 
market. This competition is a key component of its goals and whether or not it succeeds in 
creating a European Higher Education Area. 
Edwards (2007) argues that the United States plays such a large role in the international 
student market, that any country’s discourse regarding internationalization and globalization will 
inevitably include their relationship with our institutions. Edwards (2007) argues “the way in 
which we think, as a global community, about globalization and what it means and how to 
respond to it within our educational systems results in linguistic convergence as well as model 
convergence—toward English, of course—and that also has implications.” (Edwards, 2007, p. 
374) As the United States remains the leader in enrolling international students, we do often 
serve as a central location for this discourse. However, with the rise of globalization efforts in 
higher education, such as the Bologna Declaration in Europe, we are seeing the European Union 
as a second, and maybe even an equal, central location for this discourse. 
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Conclusion 
 Higher education is no longer a national concept. Higher education is a global concept. 
Globalization of economies, societies, culture, politics, and now education is happening around 
the world. How we react to globalization and how we implement these reactions is going to 
depend on our personal experiences, culture, history, and traditions. Higher education institutions 
are going to react in a similar manner. I would offer a definition of the globalization of higher 
education as the impacts of cross-border knowledge transfer through innovative technologies and 
cross-national educational policies and agreements such as the Bologna Declaration, institutional 
student and faculty exchange agreements between foreign countries, and global efforts for 
student advocacy.  
 I would offer a definition of internationalization of higher education as being the local 
implications of the globalization of higher education. These local implications include the ways 
in which a nation, or even an individual institution, implement international activities and 
programming such as online degree programs, international curricula, study abroad programs, 
and international student recruitment initiatives, in response to the globalization of higher 
education. These responses to globalization, these internationalization efforts, are based on an 
individual’s, institution’s, or even nation’s history, culture, politics, economy, and educational 
structure.  These personal characteristics will shape an institution’s views on internationalization 
and globalization and shape the manner in which activities and agendas are carried out and 
planned.  
A successful internationalization institutional plan will respond to globalization with 
research, competition, technology innovation, and student advocacy at the forefront of their 
agendas and mission statements. Institutions must research their global competitors, compare 
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their educational productivity to their global competitors, and seek out ways of internationalizing 
their curriculum, research, and services to recruit and retain the most talented students and 
faculty from across the globe. Institutions must realize that knowledge is power, and human 
capital is an investment they must make. This means leveraging their technological innovations 
and research to recruit the best students and faculty.  
Globalization has created a new driving force in higher education: competition; 
competition for students, competition for faculty, competition for research, and competition for 
technology. This all leads to competition for funding, rankings, and reputation. And in order to 
maintain a leadership role in this new competitive and global higher education market, 
institutions must internationalize their campuses. 
Globalization of higher education is not something that any institution can choose to 
ignore. Rather, institutions can choose how to respond to globalization with various 
internationalization efforts. These efforts, of course, must serve our international students, but 
also our domestic students. To be successful, the institutions must implement internationalization 
activities at the campus-level. Having the support of top administrators, and integrating 
internationalization in all aspects of the campus mission and strategies will allow institutions to 
be in the best position to remain competitive and respond to globalization.  
In the following chapter, I will explore the example of the Bologna Declaration and how 
it serves as a response from the European Union to the globalization of higher education. The 
primary goal of the Bologna Declaration is to create a European Higher Education Area and 
make it the most attractive, most competitive higher education area in the world. The Bologna 
Declaration is not only impacting the European Union, but also becoming a global movement 
that is impacting higher education around the globe. It is a classic example of a global higher 
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education policy that is impacting the internationalization practices of local institutions in 
multiple countries. Institutions in the United States, as well as in Latin America, South America, 
Asia, and Australia have all, at least, had discussions on how to respond to Bologna. Andy many 
of these institutions have implemented policies and practices on how to respond to Bologna with 
internationalization activities such as increased international student recruitment and 
international partnerships with universities.  
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Chapter 3 
The European Perspective 
An Introduction to European International Higher Education 
As discussed in the previous chapter, globalization has spurred institutions across the 
world to internationalize their higher education structures. How institutions implement 
internationalization in their curriculums, student opportunities, or even competition strategies 
will vary based on the institution itself, the state, or even the nation of the institution. Europe has 
employed several strategies to compete in the newly globalized higher education market, and this 
chapter will explore the history of European international higher education, including the 
successes and challenges faced by the European Union and its institutions.  
The Bologna Declaration is far from Europe’s first attempt at internationalizing or 
globalizing its higher education structures or its first attempt at trying to be more competitive in 
the international student market. Teichler (2009) argues that after WWII, the idea of study 
abroad, the Fulbright Program, and European involvement in study abroad were all acts in 
promoting cultural understanding through education.  He argues that these acts were to help the 
countries fall back together in an area of trust. After the war, European countries did not trust 
each other, and there was a lot of hatred and political fear of interacting with each other. 
(Teichler, 2009) Using education and student mobility, European nations hoped to ease the pain 
and mistrust from the war. This is how student mobility became important in Europe. It 
continued through the 1970s and 1980s with various programs, but it wasn’t until the Erasmus 
program of 1987 was established that Europe became “successful” in the area of student 
mobility. (Teichler, 2009)  
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Erasmus Program 
Erasmus stands for the European Community Action Scheme for the Mobility of 
University Students and is referred to as the “European Union’s flagship ‘mobility’ programme 
in education and training and one of the best-known EU-level actions.” (Europa, 2011). Today’s 
Erasmus program is the European version of the American Study Abroad program, and since its 
implementation in 1987, over two million European students have participated. (Europa, 2011) It 
was designed to give students the opportunity to study abroad for one year, as well as give 
funding to institutions and organizations willing to set up study abroad programs and support the 
students, as well as foster collaborative arrangements between the institutions. (Teichler, 2009) 
In 1989, the European Union established the ECTS European Credit Transfer System for 
Erasmus students to be able to easily transfer credit from institution to institution across borders. 
Erasmus grew from 3000 in 1987 to 86,000 in 1997 based on students’ belief that its addition to 
their resumes helped land their first jobs and helped them seek global employment opportunities. 
(Teichler, 2009) 
In order to continue the increase in student mobility and the quality of globalized higher 
education, the European Union started a trend of establishing comparable degree programs 
throughout Europe. They were comparable in quality and structure in such a way as to ease the 
transition of transfer credit and mobility. Teichler (2009) argues that these movements were 
determined crucial to Europe’s success in playing their part in globalizing higher education.  
Lisbon Convention 
Building on the successes of the Erasmus program, the Lisbon Recognition Convention, 
formally known as the Convention on the Recognition of Qualifications concerning Higher 
Education in the European Region, was signed and created by the Council of Europe and the 
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United Nations Organization for Education, Science, and Culture (UNESCO) in 1997. This 
convention provided Europe with a way to create a cross-national agreement for recognizing 
higher education qualifications across its nations. (COE, 2014) 
The Council of Europe and UNESCO worked together to create the Lisbon Recognition 
Convention with a goal of promoting student mobility within Europe by creating a system of 
recognition of degrees from each nation state. As the higher education structures in each nation 
state varied so widely during this time, a system for recognizing higher education qualifications 
across these states was critical. The Council of Europe and UNESCO were “conscious of the fact 
that the right to education is a human right, and that higher education, which is instrumental in 
the pursuit and advancement of knowledge, constitutes an exceptionally rich cultural and 
scientific asset for both individuals and society.” (Lisbon Recognition Convention, 1997) This 
belief, along with their understanding for the need for a practical recognition of degrees allowed 
for the Council of Europe and UNESCO to work together to create this convention to allow 
Europe to move forward in developing as a competitive higher education area. 
In the Lisbon Recognition Convention, all parties agreed that when a student is applying 
to a university outside of their home country, the university must provide a fair assessment to the 
student of their previous qualifications earned in their home country. In the convention, the 
Council of Europe and UNESCO articulated, “holders of qualifications issued in one country 
shall have adequate access to an assessment of these qualifications in another country.” (Lisbon 
Recognition Convention, 1997) This includes an assessment for entry into higher education, as 
well as an assessment of previous periods of study in higher education and previous higher 
education qualifications earned. The parties also agreed that in this assessment, the previous 
institutions must provide information to the student and to the new university regarding their 
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studies and qualifications earned. (Lisbon Recognition Convention, 1997) This, perhaps, was a 
precursor to the diploma supplement implemented with the Bologna Declaration.  
Going a step further, the convention allowed the parties to agree to providing information 
about its higher education qualifications to the public (and so to each other) for all qualifications 
given for all institutions. This includes information regarding quality, assessment, and structure 
of the qualifications. This allows each party to assess the other’s qualifications. (Lisbon 
Recognition Convention, 1997) This agreement, therefore, provided a natural system of 
assessment so that when students travel between nations for higher education, a system is already 
in place for assessment of their previous credentials.  
In the United States, most higher education institutions have a similar system in place for 
evaluating international credentials. Specifically, at the University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign, the Graduate Admissions office has created a manual for evaluating credentials 
from nearly every nation in the world. The manual includes a list of qualifications we accept 
from each country, and often from specific institutions. This has been a common practice in the 
United States since at least the 1970s.   
Sorbonne Declaration 
Taking the goals and successes of Erasmus and Lisbon to a more formal level, the 
Sorbonne Declaration was signed in 1998 by Ministers of higher education from France, 
Germany, Italy, and the United Kingdom (many would argue the power players of the European 
Union) with a goal of creating cooperative degree programs and structures across borders. The 
Sorbonne Declaration was perhaps the pre-cursor to the Bologna Declaration as it agreed to the 
“harmonization of the architecture of the European Higher Education System.” (Sorbonne, 1998)  
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The Sorbonne declaration reminded Europe that while it was moving ahead with cross-
border banking and economics, it must also create a cross-border area for knowledge and 
education. The four countries who signed the Sorbonne Declaration, France, Germany, Italy, and 
the UK, wanted to come together as the four countries who hold some of the oldest universities 
in the world to remind those of the European Union that Europe created universities and that 
their nations and universities had a responsibility to their students to give them a space for 
quality higher education that included mobility, cross-border understanding and experiences, and 
prepared them for their futures. They stated that they owed their students “a higher education 
system in which they are given the best opportunities to seek and find their own area of 
excellence.” (Sorbonne, 1998, p. 1). In order to give this to their students, they must work 
together to create the European Higher Education Area. In aiming for mobility, the Sorbonne 
Declaration urged students to study abroad at least one semester in both their undergraduate and 
graduate cycles and called for more exchange agreements between universities and joint and dual 
degree programs. (Sorbonne, 1998) 
The four countries who wrote the Sorbonne Declaration stated that they wanted “to create 
a European area of higher education, where national identities and common interests can interact 
and strengthen each other for the benefit of Europe, of its students, and more generally of its 
citizens. We call on other Member States of the Union and other European countries to join us in 
this objective and on all European Universities to consolidate Europe's standing in the world 
through continuously improved and updated education for its citizens.” (Sorbonne, 1998, p. 3) 
Many of the action plans within Bologna truly were first formed in the Sorbonne 
Declaration. The Sorbonne Declaration called for the European Higher Education Area to be 
built, and it called for transparency of higher education systems, mobility, and competitiveness. 
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The Sorbonne Declaration cited the need for two clear degree cycles, the use of the ECTS, and 
argued that this would lead to transparency which would lead to international attractiveness and 
recognition. (Sorbonne, 1998)  
Hackl (2001) argues that the Sorbonne Declaration and the Bologna Declaration are 
eventual results of the changes in higher education that began in Europe in the 1960s. In the 
1960s and 1970s, Hackl (2001) argues that both an economic and social push created a huge 
increase in access to higher education. The drive for more highly skilled workers became 
important as the European economy and job market was increasing, and with this, the social 
aspect of higher education became important as Europe began to see higher education as a public 
good. (Hackl, 2001) Throughout this time, national governments in Europe began calling for 
university reform, including accessibility for all citizens, not just the elite. Higher education 
became a part of the cross-border economic discourse in Europe and was no longer thought of as 
a nation-based commodity.  (Hackl, 2001) 
In the 1980s and 1990s, the improved accessibility to higher education had been so 
successful, that higher education started to be viewed as a “private benefit and responsibility” 
and less as a public good and “public responsibility.” (Hackl, 2001, p. 4) Also, as participation 
increased, governments began to encourage universities to not only depend on national funds, 
but also to begin looking for other means of funding for their programs and students, such as 
charging tuition and seeking ways to become more autonomous and privatized. (Hackl, 2001) 
Little was done to change the structure of the curriculum or the length of degrees during 
these four decades. The lengthy time to degree and lack of structure was sometimes discussed in 
reforms, but it wasn’t given much support or movement until near the start of the 21st century. 
(Hackl, 2001) 
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While the Erasmus program increased student mobility and there were various agendas 
and reports in various countries regarding student mobility, many universities in Europe had 
concerns about students studying abroad. These concerns included the fact that the distribution of 
Erasmus students was disproportionate, that the funds for these students were constantly 
decreasing, and many believed that the terms spent studying abroad delayed a student’s time to 
graduation. (Hackl, 2001) The Sorbonne Declaration provided a way for multiple nations to 
come together and find a way to harmonize their education systems that would still encourage 
student mobility, but also quality higher education and cross-border institutional cooperation. 
(Hackl, 2001)  
Another driving force for the Sorbonne Declaration was the increase in competitiveness 
for international students across the globe. Europe was starting to notice the increase in 
international students attending institutions in the United States and Australia and less students 
were coming to Europe. By harmonizing their higher education systems, the four countries who 
signed the Sorbonne Declaration believed they could increase their piece of the international 
student market pie. (Hackl, 2001) In looking at restructuring higher education systems, the 
Sorbonne Declaration made it clear that the undergraduate degree cycle should allow for 
curriculum diversity and lead to an appropriate level of qualification preparing a student for the 
workforce; whereas, the graduate degree cycle should allow for more research and academic 
freedoms. (Hackl, 2001) 
Hackl (2001) argues that the Sorbonne Declaration received support and buy-in from 
across Europe for three reasons: the consistent use of the term harmonization, the fact that it was 
signed by the four biggest power player countries in Europe with major reforms immediately 
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taking place in Germany and France, and that the other European Union states were invited to 
join the declaration which called for a meeting of all the ministers the following year in Bologna. 
While the Sorbonne Declaration and the Bologna Declaration are very similar and have 
the same overarching agenda – to promote harmonization of knowledge and the creation of the 
European Higher Education Area – there are differences. These differences are found primarily 
in the expansion of the Sorbonne Declaration by the Bologna Declaration. The Sorbonne 
Declaration was written and signed by the Ministers of Education of only four countries, whereas 
the Bologna Declaration had input from these same 4 countries, but also from representatives 
from many other nations, the European Commission, and the academic community. (Hackl, 
2001) Further, the Bologna Declaration took the objectives of the Sorbonne Declaration to a new 
level – expanding upon the requirements of the two degree levels with the addition of the 
diploma supplement and the ECTS requirements of each degree level. The Bologna Declaration 
also further defined the need for quality assurance and international competitiveness as two key 
components to developing a successful European Higher Education Area. (Hackl, 2001) And 
what may be the most important key difference between the Sorbonne Declaration and the 
Bologna Declaration:  the recognition it gives the academic community as a critical partner in the 
ability for Europe to succeed with the objectives of the declaration. The Bologna Declaration 
invoked the Bologna Magna Charta Universitatum “calling upon the universities to respond and 
to contribute to the consolidation of the European area of higher education.” (Hackl, 2001, p. 26) 
The Bologna Declaration is more of an agreement made by 29 countries to truly work 
together to create the European Higher Education Area through educational system reforms and 
cooperation, while the Sorbonne Declaration is more of a political statement made by the four 
power players of higher education in Europe (some would argue the major power players of the 
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world). (Hackl, 2001) The Sorbonne Declaration is more vague and more a document of ideals 
and goals sponsored by four countries. It is truly the pre-cursor and inspiration for the Bologna 
Declaration. The four countries may have laid the ground work, but the Bologna Declaration 
took the ideals and goals and put them into action plans with the cooperation of the rest of the 
academic world players in Europe. 
In looking back at when he, along with Ministers of Education and Science from the UK, 
France, and Italy originally signed the Sorbonne Declaration, Jurgen Ruttgers (2013) regards the 
Sorbonne Declaration as “the most significant reform of institutions of higher education in 
modern times.” (Ruttgers, 2013, p. 1) Ruttgers (2013) recalls that “It was our goal to create a 
diverse European landscape of higher education. Good science is international. Our institutions 
of higher education should not only be national and European. They should also be schools of 
the world. The Sorbonne Declaration pushed open the doors to the world.” (Ruttgers, 2013, p. 1-
2) 
Ruttgers (2013) argues that while the Sorbonne and Bologna Declarations are reforms of 
higher education that push for a new and improved higher education area, both declarations were 
created with their countries’ rich history in higher education in mind. The Sorbonne Declaration 
was signed during a celebration of the University of Sorbonne’s 800th anniversary, making it 
only one of Europe’s oldest universities. As many of Europe’s universities date back to the 13th 
and 14th centuries, there is great heritage and culture engrossed in their higher education 
structures and governance.  Naturally, all Ministers involved were very conscious of this history 
while planning for the future. (Ruttgers, 2013) When looking at the historical higher education of 
Europe and looking to the future, Ruttgers (2013) argues that there are three components to a 
unified higher education area. The first is that there must be “unity in diversity,” the second is 
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that “higher education had to be connected to values,” and the third is “universities must be part 
of the knowledge-based society of the 21st century.” (Ruttgers, 2013, p. 2-3)  
Interestingly, Ruttgers (2013) really argues the second component, that we must tie 
higher education and values together. He argues that while the importance of competitiveness 
and economics are critical to the success of higher education in Europe, “Universities are not 
businesses. They do not have to make a profit. They are committed to the truth and nothing else: 
truth in explaining and understanding nature, truth in self-knowledge. Here lies the western 
heritage which we need to cultivate.” (Ruttgers, 2013, p. 3) It is interesting to read this sentiment 
from one of the original writers of these declarations as many of us have interpreted the 
importance of the competition goal in these declarations.  
Ruttgers (2013) argues that the Sorbonne Declaration also gave institutions autonomy 
and self-governance that they never had before. This allowed for faculty and students to take 
charge of their own education. He argued that this was so very important because “We need 
people who feel responsible for the society they live in; people who contribute to the common 
good and who are not only concerned with their own benefits; educated people in the true sense. 
Everyone has the right to education, the right to escape poverty and ignorance.” (Ruttgers, 2013, 
p. 5) 
Bologna Declaration 
As introduced above, to further define the goals of the Sorbonne Declaration and to 
outline action plans to carry out the intention of creating the European Higher Education Area, 
twenty-nine European Ministers of Education met in Bologna, Italy to sign the Bologna 
Declaration a year later, in 1999. The Bologna Declaration (1999) aimed to “create a coherent 
and cohesive European Higher Education Area (EHEA) by 2010.” The EHEA was to establish 
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Europe as a place for international students to come and study (making Europe competitive in 
the international student market) and establish cooperative exchange, joint and dual degree 
program agreements with quality higher education institutions across the globe. 
The Bologna Declaration was an agreement designed to bring about change in Europe’s 
higher education systems that would lead to a more effective and competitive EHEA. Bologna 
consisted of six objectives and action plans to align Europe’s higher educational systems and 
ultimately achieve the EHEA goals of both the Sorbonne and Bologna Declarations. 
The first objective was to adopt a “system of easily readable and comparable degrees” 
and implement the use of a diploma supplement. This document would accompany a student’s 
transcripts and diplomas and would summarize the degree requirements and the overall higher 
education system of the institution’s country, as well as be delivered in both English and the 
native language. 
The second objective was to design a consistent three-degree cycle system, with primary 
focus on the first two cycles. The first degree, the bachelor, was to be at least three years leading 
to the second degree, the master. The master would then add knowledge in the student’s major 
and prepare the student for the third degree, the doctorate. The bachelor’s and master’s degrees 
must provide the student with a total of at least five years of education. In addition to the 
specifications on time to degree, the Ministers also agreed that all degree programs would be 
taught in English. (Bologna, 1999) 
The third objective was to begin using the European Credit Transfer and Accumulation 
System (ECTS) for weighting course credits. This system was to be implemented to weight 
coursework consistently across countries and to ease the transferability of coursework. The 
bachelor’s degree was to consist of a minimum 180 ECTS to prepare students for either entry-
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level professional positions or for the second cycle, the Master’s degree, which when combined 
with the Bachelor, would consist of a minimum 300 ECTS to prepare students for higher-level 
professional positions or for the third cycle, the Doctoral degree. The Doctoral degree was not, 
and has still not been, fully defined by a minimum number of years or ECTS. The Doctoral 
degree is a new concept in Europe, at least in the Bologna model. European institutions have 
been granting Doctoral degrees for years, but students simply did research with few or no 
coursework and little interaction with professors, fellow students, or even their dissertation 
advisor. With the Bologna model, the intent for the Doctoral cycle was to include courses 
preparing students for their research and to foster a community for students to work with each 
other and with their professors and advisor—similar to that of the United States model. 
(Bologna, 1999) 
The fourth objective was to promote mobility of students, professors, and researchers 
within the European Union. (Bologna, 1999) European Ministers of Education believed the 
creation of the EHEA would ease students’ ability to be more mobile within the European Union 
for higher education, rather than traveling abroad to the United States or other countries. They 
believed the EHEA would also increase their competitiveness with other countries and increase 
their share in the international student market. The Ministers stated in the Bologna Declaration 
“we must in particular look at the objective of increasing the international competitiveness of the 
European system of higher education. The vitality and efficiency of any civilisation can be 
measured by the appeal that its culture has for other countries. We need to ensure that the 
European higher education system acquires a world-wide degree of attraction equal to our 
extraordinary cultural and scientific traditions.” (Bologna, 1999) In recognizing the need to 
provide additional and more quality services to their students, but with fewer resources, the 
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Ministers believed the new aligned degree system would create efficiency in their educational 
systems and that this more focused and efficient degree system would allow the EHEA to obtain 
its competitive goals in the global market. (Foley and Stableski, 2007) 
The fifth objective was to design and enforce a quality assurance system across Bologna-
compliant countries. (Bologna, 1999) This system would be used at the institutional, national, 
and European levels. (Foley and Stableski, 2007) 
The final objective was to implement and promote the Europeanization of higher 
education. This goal was to emphasize European curriculum within higher education structures, 
including in the curriculum and mobility opportunities of degree programs. (Bologna, 1999) The 
Ministers agreed that all institutions in their countries would accomplish these goals by the year 
2010. They also agreed to meet every two years to discuss the progress of these action plans. 
(Bologna, 1999) The objectives described above were laid out to increase competitiveness, 
mobility, and employability for European institutions and students.  
Creating this new model for higher education was not an easy task. Almost all countries 
who initially (and have now) signed the Bologna Declaration had completely different higher 
educational structures with varied languages for instruction, years to degree, credit requirements, 
etc. Aligning such different structures from a top-down model is difficult, to say the least. From 
my experiences with working with foreign institutions and discussing the Bologna 
implementation, many frustrations existed within European institutions as the Ministers of higher 
education signed the Bologna Declaration, often without the input or knowledge of their higher 
education institutions. It is interesting to note that this is a situation that would be much more 
difficult to implement in the United States. The Ministers of higher education, or often the 
Ministers of education, in many of these countries, have a much more powerful role over their 
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entire country’s educational systems than the United States’ Secretary of Education, for example. 
In the United States, each state has some control over its educational structures, and making such 
a change for the entire country would not be possible by just signing a declaration at one 
conference. 
These Ministers of higher education who signed with the Bologna Declaration had bigger 
goals than just creating this new degree structure for their institutions. Their overarching 
prospectus for the Bologna Declaration was to develop a European Higher Education Area 
(EHEA). Since 1999, additional countries have signed the Bologna Declaration, bringing the 
membership count to 47 countries (see Appendix B for a complete list of countries). These 
countries are working together to make the EHEA a highly recognizable, attractive, and 
competitive choice for international students when choosing their higher education institution. 
However, it is important to note that each country’s progress towards the Bologna goals is 
controlled by its individual Ministries of Education; there is not a Higher Education Board of 
Bologna or any other overseeing agency. Each country who signs the Bologna Declaration does 
so freely without influence or pressure from the European Union. (Foley and Stableski, 2007)  
Lisbon Strategy 
In the year 2000, just one year after the Bologna Declaration was signed, the European 
Council met in Lisbon to create what came to be called the “Lisbon Strategy” for growth and 
jobs. The overarching objective of the Lisbon strategy was to “deliver stronger, lasting growth 
and create more and better jobs in order to unlock the resources needed to meet Europe's wider 
economic, social and environmental ambitions, thus making Europe a more attractive place to 
invest and work and improving knowledge and innovation for growth in Europe.” (CORDIS, 
2014) While the Lisbon strategy was primarily focused on creating more of an economic reform, 
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it also involved pieces of reform that could only help Europe reach the goals of the Bologna 
Declaration. In order to create growth in the job market in Europe, Europe realized it must invest 
in education, and therefore the advancement in education through the tools of Bologna could 
only lead to the advancement of growth and jobs.  
The “Community Lisbon Programme” was a critical part of the Lisbon Strategy and tied 
strongly to the goals of Bologna. The programme called for three action areas including 
“knowledge for innovation and growth; making Europe a more attractive place to invest and 
work; creating more and better jobs.” (CORDIS, 2014) The first action area, knowledge for 
innovation and growth, tied securely with the educational reform goals of Bologna. This area 
called for investments in education and research and improved education and vocational training. 
In order to see economic growth and modernization, and become a top place for investment and 
employment, Europe must invest in higher education. The Community Lisbon Programme 
agreed to “complement national efforts to increase research investment to 3% of GDP by 
stimulating, organising and exploiting all forms of EU-level cooperation in research, innovation 
and education with means from the Community budget.” (CORDIS, 2014)  
Another aspect of the revised Lisbon Strategy was to promote mobility within Europe by 
using a qualifications framework for employment purposes. (CORDIS, 2014) As the 
qualifications framework was a key action plan of Bologna, this is yet another example of how 
the Lisbon Strategy has been built and revised based on the successes of the Bologna 
Declaration. The Lisbon Strategy called for transparency in said frameworks, and transparency 
was one of the main objectives of the higher education reform of Bologna. 
The European Council argued that the primary objective of the Lisbon Strategy of 2000 
was to “become the most dynamic and competitive knowledge-based economy in the world by 
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2010 capable of sustainable economic growth with more and better jobs and greater social 
cohesion and respect for the environment.” (European Commission, 2010) As competitiveness is 
a key component and goal of Bologna, this revised strategy was a natural progression after 
Bologna.  
The Lisbon Strategy truly came about as a European-wide commitment to be more 
competitive in the areas of growth and productivity and to compete with other world leaders such 
as the United States and Japan. (Rodriguez, R., Warmeradam, J., Triomphe, C.E., 2010) 
“Europe’s deficit in terms of technological capacity and innovation became the symbol of the 
ground needing to be made up to assure EU competitiveness; this was at the heart of the 
emphasis laid on advancing towards a “knowledge society”, which became the strategy’s best-
known slogan.” (Rodriguez, R., Warmeradam, J., Triomphe, C.E., 2010) 
Keeling (2006) argues that higher education is a primary concern for Europe, and these 
concerns are heavily influenced by both the Bologna Declaration and the Lisbon Strategy. She 
argues that neither policy really provides the European Union with an all-inclusive plan for 
higher education reform, but when you combine the two, “these European-level actions are 
supporting and stabilizing an emergent policy framework for the EU in higher education.” 
(Keeling, 2006, p. 203) 
Both the Bologna Declaration and the Lisbon Strategy have brought the European Union 
Commission to a much more involved platform for reforming higher education in Europe. The 
Commission has led the debates and discussions surrounding higher education with these two 
policies as its driving arguments. (Keeling, 2006)  
Similar to the Bologna Declaration’s goal of creating a competitive and an attractive 
European Higher Education Area by 2010, the Lisbon Strategy also called for creating a 
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competitive and attractive knowledge-based economy by 2010. While Bologna had its own 
action plans for how to create the European Higher Education Area through the new three-tier 
higher education system, ECTS, the diploma supplement, and others, Lisbon’s action plans 
primarily included investing in research and development. The European Commission “stressed 
the need for coherence in research policies, for increasing public support and resources for 
research and for improving the framework conditions for research and development in Europe in 
order to contribute to the Lisbon goals.” (Keeling, 2006, p. 205) While in 2005 the Lisbon 
Strategy was revised and turned its focus to growth and jobs, the agenda driving this focus still 
included a strong movement to increase research and “the critical role of the higher education 
sector in achieving the desired outcome was highlighted.” (Keeling, 2006, p. 205)  
The European Commission began using both the Bologna Declaration and the Lisbon 
Strategy to show that higher education is not only an economic benefit, but are also critical to 
increasing employability. (Keeling, 2006) The Commission also continues to use these policies 
to showcase the quality of higher education through their qualification frameworks, and further 
uses the policies to argue that higher education is only successful if it is globalized and promotes 
mobility. This has allowed the commission to stress the importance of cross-national cooperation 
which ultimately leads to more success in both of these policies. (Keeling, 2006) 
Ministry Meetings 2001 – 2003 
In 2001, the Bologna membership grew to 32 and the Ministers met in Prague to discuss 
their progress with the original objectives of the declaration, as well as propose three additional 
action plans. These action plans included creating a new lifelong learning system, obtaining buy-
in from institutions and students in their countries to increase potentiality for success, and further 
promoting the recruiting abilities of the EHEA. In conjunction with these initiatives, the 
47 
 
Ministers were committed to further enhancing quality assurance and national qualification 
frameworks. (Prague, 2001) 
The Ministers met next in Berlin in 2003, expanded membership to 40 countries, and 
agreed to set an intermediate deadline for proof of progress in 2005. The Ministers recognized 
the importance of continuous support for quality assurance, but agreed that frameworks should 
be set for institutions to use and institutions must take responsibility for this objective of the 
Bologna Declaration. (Berlin, 2003) And finally, the Ministers outlined two new action plans. 
The first was to create a European Research Area (ERA) as an integral partner with the EHEA 
with the belief that having research as a key component in the EHEA would further increase the 
European competitiveness in the global higher education market, specifically in doctoral studies. 
(Berlin, 2003) The second was an outlined expectation that countries would show proof of 
progress specifically towards “quality assurance, the adoption of a system of degree structures 
based on two main cycles, and recognition of degrees.” (EUA, 2011) 
Erasmus Mundus 
According to Europa (2009), the Erasmus Mundus program was developed in response to 
challenges developed from the Bologna Declaration and the Lisbon Strategy. Both reforms 
called for an increase in attractiveness and quality of European higher education and the Erasmus 
Mundus program does just that. 
In 2003, the European Parliament approved the Erasmus Mundus program “for the 
enhancement of quality in higher education and the promotion of intercultural understanding 
through cooperation with third countries”. (Europa, 2009) Erasmus Mundus is ultimately a 
program designed to promote student mobility between multi-national countries within Europe in 
an effort to increase the quality of higher education for European students. The program was 
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approved based on its goals of increasing the competitiveness of higher education in Europe – 
competitiveness for keeping European students in Europe for higher education and for attracting 
international students. In addition, Erasmus Mundus promoted goals of increasing the quality of 
Europe’s higher education curriculum and the cross-national improvement in multi-cultural 
awareness, understanding, and dialogue. Finally, the program prepared Europe to increase 
cooperation and ease of student mobility between European institutions and third-country 
institutions with exchange agreements. (Europa, 2009)  
The Erasmus Mundus program was initially designed to run from 2004 to 2008 with five 
key action points to make it successful. The first action point was the Erasmus Mundus masters 
courses. The curriculum was to consist of advanced level coursework, along with collaboration 
and support from at least three institutions in three European Union states. This collaboration and 
support included scheduled terms of study in at least two institutions, use of at least two 
languages, an agreement for the award of degree(s) (joint, double, or multiple), fair and 
consistent admission and degree requirements and procedures, and finally, space and facilities 
for non-European students. (Europa, 2009) 
The second action point was scholarships. Scholarships must be offered to support the 
non-European students (if met specified requirements) for their studies in the Erasmus Mundus 
masters curriculum.  
The third action point, partnerships with institutions outside Europe, was essential to 
promoting outside mobility. This action point was included as a way to promote exchange of 
students between European institutions and abroad in order to make the European higher 
education area more visible and attractive. (Europa, 2009) 
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The fourth action point was a defined set of beneficiaries. Beneficiaries of the Erasmus 
Mundus program included “higher education institutions; students holding a first degree from a 
higher education institution; scholars or researchers; staff directly involved in higher education; 
other public or private bodies active in the field of higher education.” (Europa, 2009)  
Finally, the fifth action point, participating countries, was limited to nations approved as 
states in the European Union, European Free Trade Association countries of the European 
Economic Area, and those countries who have applied for membership of the European Union. 
(Europa, 2009) 
Ministry Meetings 2005 - 2009 
In 2005, the Ministers met in Bergen, expanded membership to 45 countries, and 
conducted the mid-term progress / stock taking report as planned in the 2003 Berlin meeting on 
the new degree system and its recognition, as well as quality assurance frameworks. (Bergen, 
2005) With the new degree system, there was great success in implementation, but noted 
employability issues for students between cycles, which called for qualification frameworks to 
be implemented. Similarly, for quality assurance, great progress had been made with most 
countries having frameworks in place. However, more student and international organization 
involvement was necessary to achieve the EHEA goals for competitive and attractive higher 
education. (Bergen, 2005) The Ministers called for the 2007 meeting to include the European 
University Association (EUA) and for Ministers to work with the EUA to further develop the 
third cycle, the doctorate, and its qualifications and research components. Recognizing the 
importance of the social component in increasing the EHEA’s competitiveness, the Ministers 
called for more support in making higher education and mobility more equitably accessible. 
(Bergen, 2005) A sub-committee was created to increase the progress towards the social reform 
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goals of the declaration and to remove any obstacles to the mobility goals of the declaration. 
Before 2007, the committee was also charged with showing proof of progress towards quality 
assurance standards and guidelines, qualification frameworks at the national levels, an increase 
of joint degrees being offered, and increased flexible or more mobile educational tracks for their 
students.  (EUA, 2011) Finally, the Ministers called for an increase in student and staff exchange 
agreements with institutions from other higher education areas to increase the recognition of the 
EHEA. (Bergen, 2005)  
In 2007, the Ministers met in London, expanded membership to 46 countries, and 
evaluated not only their overall progress since 2005, but their ultimate progress towards 
developing the EHEA noting “good overall progress” (London, 2007) and the need to continue 
creating a higher education with more of a student-driven than an instructor-driven environment. 
The Ministers set goals to tackle student mobility and equitable access obstacles and data 
collection at a national level, to increase communication with employers and stakeholders to 
identify employability frameworks for reach of the three degree cycles and for lifelong learning 
students, and to develop a Bologna Secretariat website and work with EUA further on their 
Bologna Handbook to increase recognition of the EHEA. (London, 2007) As 2010 was 
approaching fast, the Ministers argued that they were “determined to seize 2010, which will 
mark the passage from the Bologna Process to the EHEA, as an opportunity to reaffirm our 
commitment to higher education as a key element in making our societies sustainable, at national 
as well as at European level.” (London, 2007) 
The 2009 Ministerial meeting of the Bologna Declaration progress was held in 
Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve to review the progress and achievements over the last decade of the 
Bologna Declaration implementation and set goals and priorities for the EHEA for the following 
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decade: to set the EHEA and the Bologna Process goals for 2020. (Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve, 
2009) The Ministers argued that the next decade will allow Europe to showcase its creativity and 
innovation, lifelong and student-focused learning, employability, and mobility and accessibility 
opportunities of the EHEA. As the global financial and economic crisis unfolds, higher education 
is going to be critical to allowing Europe to maintain its competitiveness in an ever-globalizing 
world, and the Ministers pledged to maintain and support a national commitment towards 
excellence in research, innovation, and higher education. (Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve, 2009)  
The 2009 meeting was the first time the ministers were joined by representatives from 15 
countries from outside Europe (African, Asian, North American, South American, and 
Australian countries were represented). These additional members were included to create a 
“Bologna Policy Forum.” (EUA, 2016) Having these additional participants at the meeting 
allowed for discussion regarding potential partnerships between the EHEA and other higher 
education areas. (EUA 2016) The European Ministers, along with their new foreign members, 
outlined a plan for continuing Ministerial meetings and Bologna Policy Forums in 2012, 2015, 
2018, and 2020 and to continue to assess progress and further define goals of creating a 
competitive and attractive EHEA, as well as further develop partnerships across the globe. 
(Leuven/Louvain-la-Neuve, 2009) 
Bologna, Lisbon, and Erasmus Mundus: Working Together 
In looking at 2009 and forward, the Erasmus Mundus program’s philosophies, goals, and 
support seem to be roughly the same as in its initial program design for 2004 to 2008. It is still a 
program that promotes multi-institution collaboration, student mobility, and European higher 
education competitiveness. All of these goals are in direct alignment with those of Bologna. 
However, in looking at the program’s current goals and values, the goal of increasing multi-
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cultural understanding and awareness seems to take on greater prominence. In addition, the 
objective of increasing Europe’s higher education competitiveness and attractiveness seems to 
have grown with the new objective of “the promotion of the European Union as a centre of 
excellence in learning around the world.” (EACEA, 2011) I think this more defined objective 
was to be expected, but it seems now to be more visible. The program appears to have been 
successful with over 200 participating institutions and over 7000 participating students from over 
90 countries since 2004. (EMA, 2011) The Erasmus Mundus Students and Alumni Association 
(EMA) is organized and made up of current students and alumni of the Erasmus Mundus 
program, and they have nothing but positive things to say about the program. They state that the 
Erasmus Mundus program not only provides students with joint and double degrees made up of 
“innovate study programmes that respond to job market challenges” (EMA, 2011), but also with 
language, cultural, and educational experiences in two foreign countries.  
Ultimately, the Erasmus Mundus program has taken the goals of the Bologna Declaration 
and the Lisbon Agenda and built off of their success by utilizing tools such as mobility, 
exchange programs, and scholarships. Both Bologna and Lisbon had the ultimate goals of 
creating a more attractive and competitive Europe in terms of higher education and the job 
industry, and Erasmus Mundus has helped them achieve those goals. 
Bologna Beyond 2010: A Review of Action Plans 
In looking back at the first decade of the Bologna Declaration implementation, the 
Ministers found it important to really take stock and reflect on their progress and challenges. 
They developed a report entitled Bologna Beyond 2010 with the goal of setting the agenda for 
the next decade of implementation. The Ministers argued in this report that the new three-degree 
cycle structure and national quality frameworks were clearly the most identifiable areas of 
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success in implementation. Both were critical action plans designed to increase mobility and 
transparency, and both did just that. (Bologna Beyond, 2009) Quality assurance was an action 
plan that went hand in hand with quality frameworks, and while implemented overall 
successfully, the Ministers argued that the constant development and advancement in quality 
assurance must continue to be reviewed. This would include the introduction of accreditation 
agencies which have begun growing throughout the EHEA. (Bologna Beyond, 2009). One 
example as to why the Ministers argued for continued evaluation of quality assurance 
frameworks could be derived from Fairclough’s (2006) discussion of quality assurance in regard 
to Romanian education. He argues that regulation within the university is managed inconsistently 
and is usually the product of social relationships that most often benefit only the elite faculty and 
elite students. This could provide a misleading quality assurance measurement. (Fairclough, 
2006) 
While the social dimension of higher education played an important part in the Bologna 
implementation, it has been difficult to recognize great successes in equity. The enrollment 
numbers of the non-elite were still low, and the Ministers recognized in this report the need to 
push for more equitable education in the next decade of Bologna implementation. (Bologna 
Beyond, 2009). With the ever-changing economy and labor markets, employability was 
becoming one of the most critical action plans of the Bologna Declaration. The Ministers stated 
that employability “has been defined as the empowerment of the individual student to seize 
opportunities on the labour market, i.e. to gain initial meaningful employment, or to become self-
employed, to maintain employment, and to be able to move around within the labour market.” 
(Bologna Beyond, 2009, p. 10) The Ministers called for more cooperation between institutions 
and employers to better determine the future qualifications for the labor markets to better align 
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the skills learned with employability. (Bologna Beyond, 2009) In addition, lifelong learning 
continued to be stressed with this report in order to support the social dimension and 
employability action plans. (Bologna Beyond, 2009) 
The Ministers outlined their expectations for, and the importance of, the attractiveness of 
the EHEA. They argued that the EHEA must be “an attractive place for study and research; an 
attractive labour market for academics and professionals through the quality of the experience 
and clearly defined career paths; an attractive area preserving its rich and diverse cultural 
heritage in terms of languages, institutional cultures, curricula, and teaching and learning styles; 
an attractive higher education area because of the connection between teaching and research.” 
(Bologna Beyond, 2009, p. 13) Mobility, being the other most important goal of the EHEA, was 
also addressed as a foundation for the justification of the implementation of the EHEA. They 
argued that immigration issues have arisen throughout the Bologna Declaration implementation 
and that they must be addressed and not impede on the success of student mobility. (Bologna 
Beyond, 2009) Finally, the Ministers argued that the center of the EHEA’s mission is to align the 
higher education curriculum around a student-centered learning outcomes approach. This 
approach needs to be better defined and developed in a way to be feasibly met by all institutions, 
no matter the nation. (Bologna Beyond, 2009) 
Bologna Beyond 2010: Looking Forward 
In this report, the Ministers also looked forward to Bologna 2020 and the challenges that 
they will face. Global competitiveness is a key challenge for the EHEA. After all, all higher 
education major players are in the global competitiveness fight. They must increase higher 
education institutional autonomy, cooperate better with employers to determine employability 
qualifications, identify better funding for students and programs, and develop better university 
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leadership structures to support all of these changes. (Bologna Beyond, 2009) Interestingly, these 
are the same challenges their number one competitor, the United States, is facing. Along with 
competitiveness, comes cooperation. Institutions must work together to collaborate and research 
innovative and successful ways to address global problems, whether they be scientific, political, 
or economic. (Bologna Beyond, 2009) 
Getting the public to take responsibility for supporting and shaping higher education in 
the EHEA will definitely be a challenge. Public responsibility for higher education is a 
component of the EHEA that is not always well received. The Council of Europe recommended 
that the public has responsibility for determining the framework of higher education and 
research, making higher education equitably accessible, making sure research in higher 
educations are still supporting the public good, and financing higher education and research. 
(Bologna Beyond, 2009)  
With all of these new challenges of research, lifelong learning, and more equitable 
education, funding became the new issue in this report. The Ministers argued that institutions 
must work together to learn from each other and find ways to better retain funding from varied 
sources to support all goals of the EHEA. (Bologna Beyond, 2009) 
Bologna 2020: The Future Plans! 
 As planned in the original Bologna Declaration of 1999, the European Higher Education 
Area (EHEA) was fully deployed in 2010. This deployment came with the 2010 Budapest-
Vienna Declaration. The Ministers again met in Budapest and Vienna in March 2010 with a goal 
of officially deploying the EHEA. (Budapest-Vienna, 2010) And at that time, they added one 
more member – Kazakhstan, taking their membership to 47 countries. The Budapest-Vienna 
Declaration allowed the Ministers to reaffirm the goals of EHEA – making higher education for 
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Europe at the forefront of the global higher education agenda. The Ministers argued that while 
not all institutions in all nations who have signed the Bologna Declaration have implemented the 
Bologna model correctly or completely or just in the same ways, there have still been successes. 
(Budapest-Vienna, 2010) And they will work with the entire academic community to continue to 
strive to meet all goals of the EHEA and the Bologna Declaration. They argued that higher 
education is still a “public responsibility” and that they must develop ways to evaluate and 
ensure that all facets of the Bologna declaration are being implemented in all institutions and in 
all nations under the Bologna Declaration. (Budapest-Vienna, 2010) 
 In 2012, the Ministers met in Bucharest with the purpose of evaluating the progress of the 
Bologna Declaration in regard to the 2020 goals set for the EHEA. (Bucharest, 2012) During this 
meeting, the Ministers agreed that due to the economic difficulties experienced in Europe, 
making a commitment to funding higher education was critical in order to continue to promote 
the EHEA and make it more accessible for European and international students. (Bucharest, 
2012) And to further promote the EHEA, they agreed that “widening access to higher education 
is a precondition for societal progress and economic development” and that they needed to 
increase their “efforts towards underrepresented groups to develop the social dimension of higher 
education, reduce inequalities and provide adequate student support services, counseling and 
guidance, flexible learning paths and alternative access routes, including recognition of prior 
learning.” (Bucharest, 2012, p.1-2) This communication puts a significant focus on the human 
dimension, or as they are calling the “social dimension.” Widening access for underrepresented 
groups is a big priority for United States’ institutions, but one you rarely hear about from other 
nations. The Ministers argued for more student-centered learning, stronger quality assurance 
frameworks, enhanced employability, using innovating teaching methods, and a larger emphasis 
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on research within graduate programs. (Bucharest, 2012) Again, interestingly, all of these goals 
are similar to those you hear at United States’ institutional meetings on a regular basis.  
 In 2015, the Ministers met in Yerevan and recognized a great number of achievements 
made in the Bologna implementation, but also admitted that while the implementation has been 
overall successful, there are a number of areas that need a great deal of reform. They argued that 
while some reforms have been implemented, they haven’t been implemented either fully or with 
the original intention. They argued that as they look towards their next meeting in 2018, they 
must work together to pursue the following goals: “enhancing the quality and relevance of 
learning and teaching,” “fostering the employability of graduates throughout their working 
lives,” “making our systems more inclusive,” and “implementing agreed structural reforms.” 
(Yerevan, 2015, p. 2-3) They recognized that in order to achieve these goals, they must work 
directly with the administrators of their higher education institutions and learn to trust each other 
nation’s institutions. (Yerevan, 2015)  
Bologna: Has it reached its goals? 
 I would argue that, yes, Europe has reached its original goals of implementing the 
Bologna Declaration and the EHEA by 2010. However, as Europe has progressed with Bologna, 
the goals have become ongoing. The EUA produced a higher education trends report in 2010 
entitled Trends 2010: A decade of change in European Higher Education. (EUA, 2011) I would 
argue that this report does an excellent job at detailing the successes and challenges faced by the 
Bologna Declaration implementation during its first decade. While there are still areas that need 
improvement and further evaluation, overall, I would still argue that Europe has succeeded in its 
Bologna Declaration implementation.  
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 Trends 2010 used quantitative and qualitative methods to gather the data on higher 
education trends in Europe through surveys, site visits, focus groups, and interviews. Over 800 
institutions participated in this research. (Sursock and Smidt, 2010) Furthermore, this isn’t the 
first trends report conducted regarding the EHEA. The first trends report was actually completed 
prior to the signing of the Bologna Declaration to support that first meeting of the Ministers in 
1999 in Bologna. The goal of the report was to give the Ministers an understanding of the current 
trends of higher education in Europe. Further trends reports have continued to go hand in hand 
with the Bologna Declaration through the first decade of implementation. A second report was 
created for the 2001 meeting in Prague, a third for the 2003 meeting in Berlin, a fourth for the 
2005 meeting in Bergen, and a fifth for the 2007 meeting in London. The 2010 report, the sixth 
report, was designed to look back at the progress of Bologna’s implementation in its first decade 
and as a review and comparison to the first five trends reports. (EUA, 2011) 
In looking at the data, there are many successes recognized by the EHEA. According to 
the 2010 trends report, 95% of institutions surveyed stated that their institution had adopted the 
two or three-degree cycle component of the Bologna Declaration. In addition, 77% of these 
institutions have revamped curriculum to better fit the Bologna agenda, 90% of these institutions 
have implemented ECTS, and 66% are using the diploma supplement. (Sursock and Smidt, 
2010) The degree cycle, curriculum, ECTS, and diploma supplement were key action plans of 
the Bologna Declaration and these numbers clearly identify Europe’s success in implementation.  
However, there have also been a few challenges. One of Europe’s key initiatives with the 
Bologna Declaration was learning outcomes. Interestingly, only 53% of the institutions surveyed 
stated that learning outcomes had been implemented for all of their courses (32% had 
implemented for some courses). (Sursock and Smidt, 2010) I find this number fairly low with 
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learning outcomes being such a critical component to the heart of Bologna. I expect increasing 
this percent will be a challenge in the next decade. Another challenge will be ensuring the use of 
qualification frameworks and quality assurance policies. Only 38% are using a national 
qualification framework for their degree systems. (Sursock and Smidt, 2010) 
And then there were some results that could be misleading if you don’t review the full 
report. For example, only 39% of these institutions state that they have a lifelong learning 
strategy; yet, 87% state that they have professional development courses, 83% state that they 
have continuing education for adults, and 62% state that they offer distance learning courses. 
(Sursock and Smidt, 2010) I would consider all of these education avenues as tools for lifelong 
learning. So while institutions may not feel as though they have a fully outlined lifelong learning 
strategy, I see the successes in providing the tools for lifelong learning as still an overall success 
in this critical component to the Bologna Declaration implementation. 
Another grey area can be found in education equity issues. Eighty-three percent of the 
institutions surveyed stated that they employ policies to support those with disabilities. (Sursock 
and Smidt, 2010) In addition, 75% of these institutions state that they offer policies and services 
for those who are considered low socio-economic status students. (Sursock and Smidt, 2010) 
These two statistics would lead you to believe that Europe is succeeding in its fight for equitable 
education. However, this same survey showed that only 30% of the institutions surveyed have 
policies and services in place for ethnic minority students; and only 26% of these institutions 
have policies and services in place for immigrant students. (Sursock and Smidt, 2010) 
Conclusion 
Ultimately, I think the Ministers of the 47 countries involved in the Bologna Declaration 
would agree that they have successfully developed a European Higher Education Area by its 
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original goal of 2010. However, I think they would also argue that there is still great room for 
improvement. Quality frameworks, lifelong learning, student outcomes, and equitable education 
appear to be at the forefront of things to work on, as well as obtaining funding and continuing 
their advancement in the ever-growing international student market.  
The creation of the European Higher Education Area marks a very large-scale 
internationalization effort by the European Union, and I would argue that it is in direct response 
to the globalized international student market. While the efforts of the European Union are 
important to examine, it is also important to look at the history of international higher education 
in the United States. Looking not only for parallel internationalization efforts as the European 
Union, but also for contrasting efforts. This next chapter will also explore the various internal 
and external influences on the United States’ ability to compete for international students and 
remain a leader in the globalized higher education market.  
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Chapter 4 
American International Higher Education 
Introduction 
With the foundational literature regarding the globalized higher education market, I have 
discussed how institutions implement internationalization strategies as local implications of 
globalization. In chapter 3, I offered an analysis of the strategies the European Union has 
explored to launch their institutions as leaders in this globalized higher education market. In this 
chapter, I will discuss the strategies undertaken by the United States to remain a leader in this 
global market. In addition, I will look at the supporting structures within the United States for 
implementing internationalization efforts, as well as the internal and external influences that may 
make it difficult to remain in a leadership role.  
A Historical Perspective  
International students have historically influenced higher education institutions in the 
United States. We have welcomed international students in our institutions to provide our 
students with international perspectives and cultural insights, as well as in an attempt to foster 
our country’s global relationships. The United States has been the world leader in international 
student recruitment and enrollment for some time, but this has not always been the case, and it 
may not always be in our future.  
The International Institute of Education (IIE) produces data reports titled “Open Doors” 
annually. These data reports include data of international student enrollments and other 
international student data for the United States, and these reports date back to 1948. 
Interestingly, since 1948 the United States has steadily been rising in international student 
enrollments starting at 25,464 in 1948 and increasing to 1,043,839,926 in 2016. (IIE, 2016) We 
62 
 
only saw two time periods of declines – we dipped 3.2% in 1971, and then again 2.4% in 2003 
(followed by decreases of 1.3% in 2004 and .05% in 2005) due to the implementation of tighter 
visa regulations through a new Department of Homeland Security online tracking system, SEVIS 
(Student and Exchange Visitor Information System) after the September 11th, 2001 terrorist 
attacks. (IIE, 2011) These numbers represent the United States’ growing position in the 
international student higher education market. 
Lowell, Bump, and Martin (2007) argue that the decline in international student interest, 
application, and enrollment in United States higher education was due to a number of reasons 
that they refer to as “a perfect storm”, and not just due to the September 11th terrorist attacks and 
the SEVIS implementation. (p. 13) The number one reason in this “perfect storm” is probably the 
most visible reason – the implementation of rigid visa regulations. But from a less visible lens, 
there was also the economic recession of 2001 that was making it still harder for applicants to 
access higher education in general, let alone the fact that United States’ higher education costs 
were rapidly increasing. In addition, the 2001 recession meant less job opportunities for 
international students to pursue after completing degree programs in the United States. (Lowell, 
Bump, and Martin, 2007)  
However, since 2006, we have seen nothing but increases. In 2006, we saw a 10% 
increase of new international student enrollments in the United States, a 10.1% increase in 2007, 
a 15.8% increase in 2008, a 1.3% increase in 2009, a 5.7% increase in 2010, a 6.5% increase in 
2011, 9.8% increase in 2012, 7.6% increase in 2013, 8.7% increase in 2014, 10% increase in 
2015, and a 7.6% increase in 2016 (IIE, 2011 and IIE, 2015). There was a substantially smaller 
increase in 2009 than in years past; however, it was still an increase. Admissions professionals in 
the United States typically believe this is due to the economic struggles American universities 
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have faced with not being able to offer as many assistantships and other funding options as in 
years past.  
While there are a number of internal and external factors that would suggest the United 
States may be in trouble in terms of international student enrollment, the numbers detailed above 
suggest otherwise. But again, admissions professionals would argue that while the United States 
has yet to see real declines in international student enrollments, we do stand to lose a lot if we 
lose our competitive edge in the higher education international student market.  
Study Abroad Initiatives  
In addition to bringing in international students, the United States also has a long history 
of sending our own domestic students abroad. In fact, study abroad is probably the most common 
way that American universities incorporate an international component into its students’ 
curriculum. It allows for students to go abroad and learn from other cultures, learn to be a part of 
a globalized society, and ultimately bring that experience back into our American classrooms and 
share it with their fellow students. Most American universities will agree that study abroad 
provides opportunities for learning foreign language skills and cross-cultural understanding. I 
think it is also obvious that American students recognize this importance as we have grown to 
having over 313,415 students study abroad annually. (IIE, 2016)  
In 2005, the Lincoln Commission (which was both congressionally and federally 
appointed) formally put forth a goal to all American universities to increase our annual student 
enrollment in study abroad programs to one million by 2015. (NAFSA, 2011) We didn’t quite 
make that target, but we have still seen a 52% increase since 2005. (IIE, 2016) Universities vary 
greatly in their commitment to study abroad and how they manage it. Some institutions heavily 
invest efforts into making study abroad a key component to its academic curriculums, while 
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others only offer it as an option and with little encouragement. (NAFSA, 2011) In an effort to 
meet the 2015 one million goal set by the Lincoln Commission, the National Association of 
Foreign Student Advisors (NAFSA) decided to get more involved. As discussed in chapter 2, 
NAFSA is an organization that advocates for international students and international education. 
They try to tackle all aspects of international education and set best practices and even 
sometimes procedures for following regulations for international students and for 
internationalizing campuses. In alignment with these efforts, and again, to help meet the 2015 
goal, NAFSA appointed a task force on the Institutional Management of Study Abroad to 
recommend best practices and values for campus administrators to use when developing and 
managing their study abroad efforts. They came up with 4 main categories of Institutional 
Commitment, Study Abroad Infrastructure, Adequate Resources, and Clarity and Accountability. 
(NAFSA, 2011) 
For the first category, institutional commitment, NAFSA recommended having an 
established plan or process for incorporating study abroad into academic programs, being able to 
support a study abroad office, and having overall support from the institution (institutional buy-
in). Further, for study abroad infrastructure, NAFSA recommended having a structured way of 
developing agreements with foreign institutions, course approval, and credit transfer, and 
ensuring a variety of programs for the diverse study body, all while maintaining a plan for 
managing the health and safety of students abroad. For adequate resources, NAFSA 
recommended having a well-trained professional staff to manage the study abroad office, having 
financial aid and scholarship options for students, and maintaining processes for controlling 
study abroad cost structures. And finally, for clarity and accountability, NAFSA recommended 
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communications of all essential study abroad information be sent regularly to students, faculty, 
and administrators, and maintaining accurate and consistent agreements. (NAFSA, 2011) 
Ultimately, I think NAFSA was recommending to universities that in order to succeed in 
their study abroad efforts, they must have the support of faculty, administrators, and students. In 
addition, the university must offer support for these stakeholders through management and 
funding. Most college campuses recognize the importance of study abroad, but have a long way 
to go in making it a standard part of the academic curriculum. 
National Support for Internationalization in American Universities  
The National Association of Foreign Student Advisors (NAFSA), as mentioned above, 
serves as an international student advocate and fights for the importance of international 
education in the United States. NAFSA believes that international education is critical to the 
success of our nation as it is key to creating cross-cultural and cross-border knowledge and 
understanding. (NAFSA, 2011) In its mission statement, NAFSA states that “international 
education advances learning and scholarship, fosters understanding and respect among people of 
diverse backgrounds and perspectives, is essential for developing globally competent individuals, 
and builds leadership for the global community. We believe that international education lies at 
the core of an interconnected world characterized by peace, security, and well-being for all.” 
(NAFSA, 2016)  
NAFSA works with institutions in the United States and across the globe with more than 
10,000 members from more than 3500 institutions in more than 150 nations. In addition to their 
support for international education and international students, their support for their members 
includes not only guidance on advocacy and internationalization programs, but also training, 
online resources, and networking opportunities for professionals.  
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NAFSA has outlined seven primary goals for the next two years that include advocacy 
for making the United States a more globally engaged and welcoming place for international 
students; working with higher education institutions on integrating global perspectives into their 
institutional internationalization efforts; offering support on developing global competencies for 
our students, scholars, and faculty; conducting trend analysis to better inform educators; 
providing training and development opportunities for members; increasing engagement with 
partners and members; and working to restructure as necessary to financially continue to support 
international education. (NAFSA, 2016) I believe that NAFSA’s first goal is listed as the first 
goal in a purposeful manner. I believe that advocacy efforts for making the United States a more 
welcoming place for international students will be critical to the success of our 
internationalization efforts.   
In addition to NAFSA, the American Council on Education (ACE)’s Center for 
Internationalization and Global Engagement (CIGE) works with higher education institutions in 
the United States to create programs that will help their students, faculty, and staff increase their 
global awareness and interactions. CIGE believes “effective internationalization goes beyond 
traditional study abroad programs and international student enrollment. It requires a 
comprehensive institutional commitment that also includes curriculum, research, faculty 
development, and active strategies for institutional engagement.” (CIGE, 2017) CIGE also 
evaluates global higher education trends and works with other organizations across the globe in 
this area.  
CIGE has created a model for comprehensive internationalization that includes six key 
areas that CIGE believes to be critical to an institution’s success in becoming a global institution. 
The first area, “articulated institutional commitment”, involves including internationalization in 
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every aspect of a campus’ strategic plan, and its mission and vision statements; creating a 
committee to manage the implementation of any internationalization goals; working with all 
levels of campus stakeholders to gain campus buy-in; and finally, creating quality assurance 
metrics to assess the success of the campus’ implementation. (CIGE, 2017)  
The second area is really an extension of the first area in terms of working with all levels 
of campus stakeholders. It is critical to work with top leadership who can provide an 
administrative reporting structure, so that all areas on campus can work together on 
implementation. This would include working with any international student or international 
programming offices on campus. (CIGE, 2017)  
The third area focuses on reviewing the curriculum requirements for all students. This 
means reviewing general education requirements to see how international courses may be 
included (such as language courses, global issues, or even cultural classes), and also what types 
of traditional major coursework could have international components added to look at these 
various programs of study areas in a global light. (CIGE, 2017)  
The fourth area involves faculty and how to promote their involvement in 
internationalization efforts. This could mean including internationalization experience in tenure 
decisions, using internationalization experience in hiring decisions, and also promoting faculty 
mobility through faculty exchanges with international institutions. (CIGE, 2017)  
The fifth area, “student mobility,” focuses not only on sending our own domestic students 
to study abroad, but also on bringing international students in to study in our classrooms. (CIGE, 
2017) This area includes not only setting up the exchange agreements to facilitate this mobility, 
but also setting up clear credit transfer policies, funding opportunities for both domestic and 
international students, orientation and acclamation programs to assist students who may be 
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travelling to a new country for the first time and need assistance, and on-going support and 
programming to help these new students fully integrate with the campus community during their 
stay. (CIGE, 2017) 
The sixth area is setting up collaborative partnerships with foreign institutions to develop 
student and faculty exchange agreements. (CIGE, 2017) This not only supports the fifth area of 
student mobility by allowing for increased opportunities to send our domestic students abroad for 
an international learning experience and for increased opportunities to bring in international 
students to study for a short time, but it also allows for the chance to increase an institution’s 
international recognition and ability to attract international students to come and complete entire 
degree programs in the United States.  
 CIGE’s International Programs division promotes academic exchange agreements with 
American and foreign institutions. Their focus is helping American institutions to develop 
exchange programs and also to form relationships with international associations. They further 
work to develop best practices for institutions to model or learn from on all aspects of 
international education policies, including how to internationalize academic curriculums. 
(AACU, 2011) ACE has several active and past international initiatives, and are truly an 
international education advocate. 
While NAFSA and ACE’s CIGE are excellent examples of internationalization and 
international student advocacy and support organizations for the United States, the Institute of 
International Education (IIE) is another organization committed to supporting 
internationalization not only in the United States, but all over the world. IIE prides itself on being 
“among the world’s largest and most experienced international education and training 
organizations.” (IIE, Who We Are, 2016) IIE aims to advocate and increase international 
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education opportunities across the globe, not just in the United States. In IIE’s 2015 Annual 
Report, they highlighted several initiatives that did just that. For example, the Fulbright Scholar 
Program, sponsored by the United States Department of State and administered by IIE, initiated a 
project to work on refugee resettlement. IIE also initiated a program to help young girls prepare 
for careers in STEM (Science, Technology, Engineering, and Mathematics) fields and has 
successfully assisted 800 participants in India and the Philippines in getting mentors to work 
within the STEM work force. (IIE, Annual Report, 2015) Another example includes IIE’s 
Generation Study Abroad Initiative. IIE worked with more than 600 partners to commit $185 
million in funding to increase the access to study abroad over the next five years and brought in 
“globally-minded organizations” to help K-12 teachers get resources to help foster “globally 
minded students.” (IIE, Annual Report, 2015)  
 IIE plays a pivotal role in internationalization advocacy, and they embrace this role with 
their vision statement where they envision a world in which “Educational, cultural, and 
professional opportunities transcend borders to foster a peaceful and interconnected world where 
all people achieve their full potential; think and act as global citizens; and build inclusive, 
thriving communities.” (IIE, Who We Are, 2016) In addition to this broad vision statement, they 
have lined up six goals for 2017 that are designed to act upon this vision. These goals include 
increasing mobility for both students and scholars; increasing exchange and training programs 
and specifically for those in diverse and underrepresented areas; increasing presence and support 
to be the leading resource on internationalization discussions among our governments, 
universities, and organizations around the globe; increasing initiatives for study abroad, crisis 
higher education support, support for women and girls, and institutional exchanges and 
partnerships; providing quality assurance metrics and communications regarding IIE initiative 
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impacts to increase effectiveness within IIE programs and the overarching field of 
internationalization; and supporting IIE staff members in their roles at IIE. (IIE, Who We Are, 
2016) 
 These organizations are critical to the support of internationalization development, 
maintenance, and improvement for our nation’s universities. While we have seen steady 
increases in international student enrollments and study abroad participants over the last ten 
years, and the support of these organizations have had a great deal to do with that, we may need 
more support from these organizations and others as we look to the future. In looking at our 
history of internationalization in the United States and thinking of the future, we need to evaluate 
the internal and external influences on our ability to remain a world leader in international 
education. 
International Student Recruitment: Internal and External Influences 
The United States remains in the lead for international student enrollments, but many 
internal and external factors are negatively impacting our chances for remaining in this lead. 
Many higher education professionals, me included, will argue that the United States needs to 
start thinking more seriously about how to maintain their competitive edge in the international 
student market. With our visa regulations and the expanding executive orders from the Trump 
administration providing more and more barriers for international students to come to the United 
States, along with our rising costs of higher education, we are not making it easy for international 
students to choose the United States. In years’ past, we were the only real player in the game and 
had the most to offer these international students. However, with higher education institutions all 
over the globe realizing the economic, social, and educational benefits of enrolling international 
students, we are seeing more areas of competition. More higher education institutions in Europe 
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and around the globe are increasing their recruiting efforts and offering more programs – giving 
international students more options when choosing where to go for higher education. With all of 
these factors, the United States may need to look at its policies and practices of recruiting and 
enrolling international students and to make a concerted effort to remain in the lead of this 
competition.  
Benefits of Enrolling International Students 
Enrolling international students benefits the United States in many ways: economically, 
socially, politically, and culturally. NAFSA believes that “international education and 
exchange—connecting students, scholars, educators, and citizens across borders—is fundamental 
to: establishing mutual understanding among nations, preparing the next generation with vital 
cross-cultural and global skills, and creating the conditions for a more peaceful world.” (NAFSA, 
2012) A similar message of the benefits of international education was delivered by then 
Secretary of State Hilary Rodham Clinton on November 14, 2011 in support of International 
Education Week: “International students enrich classrooms and communities with their ideas, 
perspectives, and culture. And when they return home, they bring new knowledge, new 
perspectives, and a deeper understanding of the world.” In addition, international students 
contribute greatly in terms of economics in the United States. In 2015, international students and 
their dependents contributed more than $35.8 billion to the United States economy. (IIE Open 
Doors, 2016) 
Countries around the world are realizing the benefits of international student enrollments 
in their higher education institutions. And with this, many other higher education areas are 
increasing their recruitment initiatives. Countries across the globe are revamping their higher 
education systems to be more attractive to international students and one major reason for this 
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“increased competition is the relatively recent recognition that international students are a 
potential profit center.” (Douglass and Edelstein, 2009, p. 4) 
Visa Regulation Changes 
After the terrorist attacks of September 11th, 2001, the United States tightened, and has 
continued to tighten, its visa regulations. Students must pay a visa fee (which can vary, but is 
often $100 - $200), as well as a $180 to $200 I-901 fee, which pays to staff the Student and 
Exchange Visitor Program (SEVP), an organization charged with tracking international students 
in the United States using the Student and Exchange Visitor Information System (SEVIS). When 
applying for a visa, students get to spend maybe two minutes with a visa officer and if the officer 
chooses to (or if the student is from one of 14 countries who are considered to be of extra risk), 
the student can be sent for extra FBI clearance – which can take another 90 days. The amount of 
red tape and near-criminal interrogation-like experiences that international students have to face 
to obtain a student visa are leaving our international students feeling unwelcome in the United 
States. Scott (2007) argues the post-September 11th, 2001 United States visa regulations have 
“contributed to real and perceived barriers for international students as well as fueled perceptions 
that international students were not welcome”. (p.11)  
While the United States tightened its visa regulations after the 9/11 terrorist attacks and 
made the visa process much more difficult for international students sending a message “that the 
U.S. was not as welcoming a place for foreign academics as in the past”, other countries 
including Australia, New Zealand, the United Kingdom, and France actively used this as a way 
to counter-recruit international students. (Douglass and Edelstein, 2009, p. 5) These countries, 
and many others, made their visa approval processing much more smooth and fast, and they even 
went so far as to change their immigration policies to allow international students many more 
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legal ways of working after completing their higher education programs. (Douglass and 
Edelstein, 2009) For example, the European Union’s visa regulations are much more 
international student friendly. Students can apply for the Schengen Visa, a visa that allows 
students to travel within twenty-five European nations. (Study in Europe Schengen Visa, 2012) 
This visa process is very straight forward, costs generally no more than 50 euros and students 
receive their visa approval often within a month. (Europa, 2002)  
Political Climate 
While the visa regulation bureaucracy has been a challenge for over a decade, the 
inauguration of the Trump administration has provided a new set of challenges surrounding 
international students. Throughout the 2016 election period, then presidential nominee Donald 
Trump not only made a number of speeches with negative rhetoric towards Muslims, Mexicans, 
African Americans, and women, he also concentrated his speeches on being pro-Americanism 
and not pro-globalism. This was very much noticed by our international students.  
In a June 2016 Chronicle of Higher Education article, Karin Fischer sites that 60% of 
prospective international students (80% of Mexican students) indicate they’d be less likely to 
study in the United States if Trump were to win the presidency. (This was from a study of more 
than 40,000 students from 118 countries). Reviewers of this study predicted that this could cost 
the United States economy $4.75 billion. (Fischer, 2016) Days after the election, PIE News 
(Professionals in International Education) reported several international students’ opinions on 
Trump’s win including, “If Trump wins, study in the US will only be a dream”; “I’m a Muslim 
studying in the US on an F-1 visa. I don’t want Trump to win…They say that the president won’t 
really have any effect on our daily matters, but I don’t want to imagine being treated worse than I 
already do at airport security”; and “I can’t go back to a country where I am not accepted for 
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who I am. Yes, I’m maybe just a guest there but I would feel so unwelcomed and terrified.” 
(Smith, 2016)  
The New York Times also ran an article entitled ‘Is it Safe?’ Foreign Students Consider 
College in Donald Trump’s U.S. The article cited Indian students being concerned about 
studying in the United States now that Trump would be the President with quotes such as, “They 
don’t want to apply to the U.S. under Trump” and “In his campaign, he’s discriminating against 
Muslim and other brown and black people…I’m thinking of applying to Canada.” (Najar and 
Saul, 2016) These are just a handful of the articles and opinions voiced by international students 
in regard to Donald Trump winning the presidency.  
Since taking office in January 2017, President Trump has issued several executive orders. 
On the sixth day of Donald Trump’s presidency, in an attempt to fulfill a campaign promise, he 
signed an executive order entitled “Border Security and Immigration Enforcement 
Improvements.” (White House, 2017) This executive order called for the construction of a wall 
on the United States’ southern border between the United States and Mexico. In response to this 
executive order, Mexican President Enrique Pena Nieto cancelled his upcoming trip to meet with 
President Trump stating, “I regret and condemn the United States’ decision to continue with the 
construction of a wall that, for years now, far from uniting us, divides us.” (Ahmed, 2017) 
Similarly, Josiah Heyman, the Director of the Center for Inter-American and Border Studies at 
the University of Texas at El Paso stated “The wall is symbolic…It’s the United States turning 
its back on Mexico. I think that could erode the good relationships that we’ve built with Mexican 
students and with Mexican scholars.” (Redden, 2017) With the negative reactions to the Trump 
Wall, it is important to think about potential implications on our international student 
enrollments. Mexican students are only 1.6% of the United States’ international student 
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population, but they are ranked tenth in terms of top places of origin of our international 
students. (IIE, 2016) 
A day later, President Trump signed an executive order entitled “Protecting the Nation 
from Foreign Terrorist Entry into the United States.” (White House, 2017) This executive order, 
also familiarly known as the Immigration Ban, prevents refugees from entering the United States 
for 120 days and immigrants from entering the United States for 90 days from seven Muslim-
majority countries. These countries include Iran, Iraq, Syria, Sudan, Libya, Yemen, and Somalia. 
The refugee suspension for those from Syria is indefinite at this time. (DHS, 2017) This 
executive order is currently being held up in the judicial system; however, the Trump 
administration has stated it will take the issue to the Supreme Court in an attempt to reinstate the 
entry ban for citizens of these countries to the United States. In response to this executive order, 
the Association of American Universities quickly issued a response urging the administration to 
understand the damage such a restriction can cause and argued for ending it as quickly as 
possible with a statement that the administration should “make clear to the world that the United 
States continues to welcome the most talented individuals from all countries to study, teach, and 
carry out research and scholarship at our universities.” (AAU, 2017) Fifty-seven members of the 
AAU issued similar public responses urging the Trump administration to end this travel 
restriction and also offering support and assistance for those students caught in this restriction. 
Many of these university statements also included encouraging international students from these 
seven countries to not travel outside the United States unless absolutely necessary for fear that 
they would be unable to return.  
Other national higher education organizations have also spoken out regarding this 
executive order. A few examples include Alisse Waterston, president of the American 
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Anthropological Association, stating “The order must be rescinded, immediately, and the hateful 
cultural ignorance behind it must be named”; Muriel Howard, president of the American 
Association of State Colleges and Universities, stating “America’s state colleges and universities 
have been strengthened by the presence of students and faculty from around the globe, including 
those from the seven countries specifically targeted by the president’s executive order…we 
respectfully urge the administration to reconsider its recent action”; and Esther Brimmer, CEO of 
NAFSA, stating “To the students, scholars, doctors, refugees, family members and others who 
wonder if the United States has lost its commitment to its core values as a nation of freedom, 
opportunity, and welcome, let me unequivocally state that American citizens will not tolerate 
policies such as these that undermine our values and endanger our safety.” (Fain, 2017) 
USA Today published an article on January 31, 2017 with responses from those directly 
impacted by the travel ban. One family travelling from Iran to the US stated, “I did not know the 
president can sign such orders…Because it looks like autocratic leaders in corrupt countries, not 
in a democratic modern country like America.” (Sawyer, 2017) A man born in Syria, but now 
living in the United States reported that a family member could no longer return since she was 
abroad during the implementation of the executive order. His response was that “[Trump]’s 
hurting this country rather than helping it…The U.S. has troops in Syria and Iraq. How are you 
going to explain it if they turn around and say they don’t want U.S. citizens there, like Iran did 
today? He is a bully and Congress has to stop these ridiculous executive orders.” (Sawyer, 2017) 
These are two responses among many from foreign citizens directly impacted by this travel ban. 
These political changes may have a direct impact on the United States’ chances of 
international student recruitment abilities in the future. This may be due not only to simply 
making it too difficult for international students to choose us, but also due to the negative 
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perceptions arising from our stringent visa regulations.  These alarming executive orders may be 
the larger of the negative influences on our future enrollments. 
Costs of Higher Education  
Another factor influencing our recruitment of international students is that the economic 
state of our country has led to decreased state and federal support for our higher education 
institutions, which is driving our cost of higher education to an all-time high (in both tuition and 
living expenses). In comparison to nations around the world, the United States charges the 
highest amount for tuition and fees at both the undergraduate and graduate level, followed by 
Australia, Korea, Japan, and Canada. (OECD, 2016) In comparing our rates to those just 
following us, we are charging 47% more for tuition than Australia and 118% more for tuition 
than Canada. 
In addition to these high costs, graduate programs in our institutions have less money to 
offer international graduate students in terms of assistantships, fellowships, and tuition waivers. 
With an increased cost of attendance and less opportunity for scholarship, international students 
may start to look elsewhere for higher education.  
Douglass and Edelstein (2009) argue that the United States has long been a leader in 
international higher education, but there are shifts happening in the global higher education arena 
that may impact our ability to maintain this lead. They argue that higher education is becoming a 
global demand, and the number of students across the globe seeking higher education has grown 
significantly. A 150% increase is expected from 2000 to 2025 (Hudzik and Briggs, 2012) In 
addition, due to the global recession almost all countries are currently experiencing, students are 
becoming more “price-sensitive” when picking where to study higher education. (Douglass and 
Edelstein, 2009, p. 3)  
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Chow (2011) reports from a 2009-2010 study conducted by the International Institute of 
Education that while international students remain positive about choosing the United States as a 
higher education destination, the cost of higher education is a major barrier for 60% of 
international students, and the difficulties posed by visa regulations in actually obtaining a 
student visa were reported by 50% of international students as a major barrier. Similarly, Lowell, 
Bump and Martin (2007) conducted a focus group with international students that showed that 
higher education costs were by far the greatest reason why international students may not choose 
the United States for their higher education destination. 
The United States tuition prices are continuing to increase ten-fold. College Board 
developed a trends in college pricing publication in 2016 showing that our average cost of 
attendance for undergraduate students ranges from $11,580 to $45,370 per year (College Board, 
2016). However, in the European Union, tuition prices are significantly lower. In fact, the vast 
majority of European Union institutions do not charge tuition at all for European Union students, 
and the handful of European Union countries that do charge tuition are often charging maybe a 
few hundred euros a year to 3000 euros a year maximum. (Study in Europe Compare Tuition, 
2016) All of these factors, combined with the European Union’s new standard degree structures 
and English instruction models, make going to Europe for higher education, instead of the United 
States, a tantalizing thought. In fact, it gives the European Union a great step up in its 
international student market competition goals. 
Increased International Higher Education Options  
Batalova (2007) argues that higher education has become globalized and the competition 
for foreign students is high. Scott (2007) and Batalova (2007) both argue that the United States 
has always known this, but other countries are now ramping up to compete in the international 
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student market through increased recruiting and scholarship opportunities. Higher education 
areas in Asia, Australia, Canada, and Europe are actively developing recruitment strategies for 
international students that include offering low costs and an increased number of programs at the 
undergraduate and graduate levels. Scott (2007) documents that countries around the globe are 
providing more higher education opportunities for international students by offering courses in 
English, as well as offering online and distance education programs.  
Knight (2014, p. 84) discuss the development of international education hubs that she 
describes as “a critical mass of education and knowledge actors aiming to exert greater influence 
in the new education marketplace and to strengthen relations between local and international 
counterparts.” The goal of these hubs is to help nations become more visible and increase their 
competitiveness in the higher education arena. Knight (2014) describes the successes of 
education hubs in Qatar, the United Arab Emirates, Hong Kong, Malaysia, Singapore, and 
Botswana. Some of these hubs house international institutions, some focus on creating research-
centered institutions, and all focus on international student recruitment. (Knight, 2014) These 
education hubs seem to be mini-education areas. They appear to be the start of a larger higher 
education area, or the pre-cursor to something similar to the model of the EHEA. These hubs, if 
nothing else, provide additional competition in the international student market. 
Bagley and Portnoi (2014) argue that increasing the global competitiveness of one’s 
institution has become the focus of higher education institutions across all higher education 
areas. Owens and Lane (2014, p. 69) agree with this argument stating that “the pursuit of 
enhanced prestige, greater student market share, and new resources is affecting higher education 
across the globe, with much of the discourse focusing on competition among higher education 
institutions.” With continued global economic crises and decreases in federal and state funding to 
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higher education, American institutions are experiencing more and more challenges in recruiting 
both domestic and international students.  
Owens and Lane (2014) demonstrate that the product of higher education institutions is 
knowledge, and this product is increasingly important to the economic and diplomatic successes 
of nations. These challenges and increased importance put global competitiveness at the top of 
many of our institutions’ missions. Bagley and Portnoi (2014) argue that in many higher 
education areas, governments and higher education institutions are working together to strategize 
ways to increase their global competitiveness. They cite China, Russia, and Saudi Arabia as 
implementing strategies that include developing what they call “Global Research Universities” 
with globalization being at the forefront of their mission statements. (Bagley and Portnoi, 2014) 
They also argue that institutions use the development of international campuses, dual and joint 
degrees, and exchange agreements to increase their visibility and competitiveness. These 
strategies are consistent with goals outlined in the Bologna Declaration. As other nations move 
towards these goals, the United States must follow suit in order to retain its leadership status in 
the international student market. 
While Australia and Canada have historically been competitors to the United States for 
international students by offering their programs in English, many other higher education 
institutions in Asia and Europe are now also offering programs taught completely in English. 
English has truly become the international language of higher education, and so offering courses 
taught in English no longer adds to the United States’ competitive edge. 
Conclusion 
So far, I have provided literature reviews of the changing globalized higher education 
market and the implemented internationalization strategies of the European Union and the United 
81 
 
States. In these reviews, it is clear that the now abundant number of higher education area 
options for international students, combined with our stringent visa regulation policies, 
negatively received foreign policy political actions, and rising higher education costs, has 
increased the importance of my research on how our leadership status in the international student 
market may be impacted. Moreover, the urgency of my recommendations to preserve our 
leadership role and even increase our international student recruitment has been amplified. In 
looking at these impacts and how we may combat them, it has been important to examine the 
stakeholders involved in these actions, such as the universities, national organizations such as 
NAFSA, ACE, and the AAU, and even global organizations such as IIE. These stakeholders 
have great impact on our international student advocacy and policies, and will be crucial to any 
university, state, or national recruitment strategies. In the following chapter, I will detail how I 
explored the various implications of the United States’ leadership status in the globalized higher 
education market using a critical pragmatist theoretical lens.  
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Chapter 5 
Analyzing Global Competition Impacts 
Introduction 
 The previous chapters have provided a foundation for discussing globalized higher 
education, and the leadership status of both the European Union and the United States in this 
market. In looking at these two higher education areas, I have discussed the influences on their 
leadership status as well as on their strategic efforts for internationalizing their higher education 
structures, institutions, and student opportunities. In this chapter, I will now discuss my policy 
analysis methodologies used to develop my recommendations for the United States to remain a 
leader in the globalized international student market. 
Theoretical Framework 
I have used critical pragmatist theory to analyze the implications of the globalized 
international student market competition in higher education. Critical theory allows scholars to 
use a critical lens when conducting research. It allows for not only analyzing historical 
perspectives of your research, how and why things have changed, and what the current state is, 
but also to critique the changes over time and the influences of change. Critical theorists don’t 
take truth at face value, but rather use critical reasoning to challenge the arguments of research. 
Critical theory even allows you to critique and challenge your own reasoning and your own 
beliefs. It allows you to critique your inquiry, methods, and findings by looking at all 
perspectives that have provided influence.  
In contrast, critical pragmatism allows you to look at the practicality of the research 
problem and analyze the everyday life influences that will affect the outcomes of not only your 
research, but also the stakeholders involved when implementing your recommendations. 
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Forrester (2012) states that “critical pragmatism provides a line of analysis and imagination that 
might contribute both to academic planning theory and to engaged planning practices as well…it 
must help students of planning think critically about out comes as well as processes, about 
institutional and process designs, about power and performance. It must resonate experientially 
with perceptions of change-oriented practitioners facing complex multi-party ‘problems’ 
characterized by distrust, anger, strategic behavior, poor information, and inequalities of power.” 
(Forrester, 2012, p. 5) 
Using a critical pragmatist theory has allowed me to not only evaluate the historical and 
current status of Europe and the United States as leaders in international student enrollments and 
the factors that have led to their status, but also to think critically and practically about how these 
same factors and others will potentially impact this status in the future. Using a critical 
pragmatist theory lens is necessary to truly analyze the potential implications of all internal and 
external influences on our leadership status in the globalized higher education market. 
Robert Cox (1996) argues that critical theory surrounds an action framework. The action 
framework changes over time and is influenced by its history. Critical theory examines these 
changes, examines the history, and analyzes the problems. Apple et al. (2009) takes this 
definition of critical theory a step further arguing that we should not only evaluate these changes, 
but also their implications for our educational policies. In looking at the United States’ status as 
the leader for international student enrollments, I have used critical theory as Cox and Apple 
suggest, looking at the history of this status and the factors that influenced changes experienced, 
challenges faced, and successes realized. I have critically analyzed these factors in order to link 
them to changes in educational policies. Cox (1996) argues that critical theorists take a critical 
look at what is driving action, and how it has changed over time. Similarly, Apple et al. (2009) 
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define critical theory as an on-going process. When using critical theory in an educational 
context, Apple et al. (2009) argue that while we critique, we must constantly keep the 
surrounding local, national, and global educational policies that influence change, as well as their 
historical perspectives, in mind. Throughout my research, I have analyzed outside influences 
including how other changes in other higher education areas such as Europe, Asia, Australia, and 
Canada are impacting the United States’ status in the globalized higher education competition 
market.  
Giroux (2001) argues that critical theory has two essential foundations. The first is that 
while critical theory was originally developed by a group of scholars from what is called the 
“Frankfurt School” (p. 7), it was never given a concrete definition, but rather a general definition 
surrounding the notion of evaluating the rise of capitalism and the power changes that were 
associated. The second is that critical theorists seek to look at a theory or definition or “school of 
thought” (p. 8) and understand it first, but then critique it. He argues that critical theorists 
challenge ideologies and critique the status quo to offer a more just state. Giroux (2001) 
identifies critical theory as challenging truths, working for social change and transformation, and 
aiming to find rationality of truths.  He claims that “critical theory contains a transcendent 
element in which critical thought becomes the precondition for human freedom…critical theory 
openly takes sides in the interest of struggling for a better world.” (p.19)  
 Forrester (2012) argues that a critical theorist is always looking to critique, whereas a 
critical pragmatist is looking to plan for a possible solution. As I am not only evaluating the 
history and critiquing the impacts of higher education reforms on the international student 
market, and also deriving solutions for American institutions, a critical pragmatist lens is crucial. 
Critical pragmatism looks at all the angles and finds a creative solution to the problem, even if it 
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seems impossible. Forrester (2012) argues, “Critical pragmatism must—and can—help students 
of planning reconstruct possibilities where others might initially perceive or presume 
impossibilities.” (Forrester, 2012, p. 5) This theory lends to helping the planner or administrator 
to not only work through processes and policies, but to think outside the box; to conduct a 
critical analysis, yes, but also a realistic analysis that will allow you to come up with actual plans 
for a solution. The critical theorist will want to know if it’s really a good idea to implement 
changes to increase international enrollments, while the pragmatist will want to know what 
impacts it will have, what are the practical consequences if we do nothing, as well as if we do 
something. A pragmatist will want to know if we need to be changing what we are doing to meet 
these needs. Forrester (2012) argues that a critical pragmatist “has to address actual 
possibilities—what we might really do—in situations characterized by deep distrust and 
suspicion, deep differences of interests and values, a good deal of fear and, often, anger, poor or 
poorly distributed information and more. A critical pragmatist would have not to talk about 
“power” rhetorically but to explore power relations practically.” (p. 10) In looking at the internal 
and external influences impacting the United States’ ability to compete for international students, 
there are a lot of political and societal issues that have to be taken into consideration and I 
believe a critical pragmatist theory is necessary to evaluate all aspects of these influences. 
Similarly, Kadlec (2008) describes critical pragmatism as similar to critical theory in that 
it shares “the belief that genuine critical reflection and action must be morally calibrated and that 
we must appeal to principles of justice that can inform our critical capacities.” (Kadlec, 2008, p. 
55) Pragmatism allows a critical theorist to use critical thought to develop meaningful plans to 
fix a problem. Not just looking at the problem and is it really a problem, but is fixing the 
problem meaningful and who will it impact and what if we do nothing. Kadlec (2008) argues that 
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critical pragmatism allows researchers to develop approaches to a problem or research topic that 
are responsive to power relations of stakeholders and make plans or solutions based on practical 
every day issues that will directly impact those who have to implement those solutions. She 
argues that “critical pragmatism requires that we undertake the hard work of designing 
deliberative practices that actively confront power relations on-the-ground.” (Kadlec, 2008, p. 
59) Critical pragmatism helps researchers evaluate the benefits and consequences of a planned 
and implemented solution.  
Using this critical pragmatist lens has allowed me to look at the potentiality of losing our 
leadership status in the international student market as a critical theorist, to evaluate ways for 
universities to plan for this potential change as a pragmatist, and to develop sound solutions for 
responding to the Bologna Declaration and the increase in global competition for international 
students as a critical pragmatist by looking behind the reason for the research and evaluating the 
political and moral foundations of why we are looking at this issue and what are the impacts if 
we do or don’t do something.  
Research Questions 
 My research is seeking to answer a series of questions concerning the United States’ 
leadership status in the international student market. These questions include should the United 
States be concerned about losing its competitive edge in the international student market? 
Specifically, should we be concerned about losing part of our market share to Europe due to their 
implementation of the Bologna Declaration? What other influences within the United States are 
impacting our ability to compete for international students? And what changes do our higher 
education institutions need to make to remain competitive?  
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Methodology 
I have chosen to conduct a policy analysis using a critical pragmatist theoretical lens to 
further evaluate the Bologna Declaration as a higher education reform policy to better inform my 
peers in higher education administration so that we may make decisions on how to respond to 
Europe’s successes and the increase in global competition for international students. Dunn 
(1981) defines policy analysis as “an applied social science discipline which uses multiple 
methods of inquiry and argument to produce and transform policy-relevant information that may 
be utilized in political settings to resolve policy problems.” (Dunn, 1981, p. 35) He argues that 
policy analyses do not fall into the typical realm of qualitative research of testing and 
observation, but rather to go beyond and seek out information that will allow policy makers to 
derive values and make smarter decisions regarding policies. (Dunn, 1981)  
Through my policy analysis, I have chosen to use critical pragmatist theory as a lens 
through which to examine my ultimate research question of should the United States take a more 
serious look at Europe's successes in the areas of global competitiveness in the international 
student market. Using a critical pragmatist theory lens has allowed me to challenge my initial 
beliefs of whether or not the United States needs to learn from Europe, look at the history and the 
internal and external influences of the global competition market for international students, and 
ultimately provide me with a more solid foundation for my dissertation argument of the fact that 
we, the United States, need to look to Europe’s successes and to make changes in our recruitment 
strategies to maintain our competitive edge.  
Data Collection: Document Review 
Throughout my dissertation and policy analysis, I have utilized qualitative data analysis 
techniques including document review, questionnaires, and interviews. I have used document 
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review as a primary method to find data to answer the research question of “How has the United 
States been impacted by the Bologna Declaration?” This document review included analyzing 
current policies and public statements from the top ten United States institutions for enrolling the 
most international students, as well as national and global statistics and policies. I have reviewed 
changes in international student enrollment, as well as institutions’ documented commitment to 
international student engagement and enrollment, their responses to the increased competition in 
the globalized higher education market, and their acknowledgement of the Bologna Declaration. 
The institutional documents used in this review include campus level documents such as mission 
and vision statements, strategic plans, and campus news articles published by or for the 
institution’s president, provost, and/or chancellor’s offices. I have also utilized information found 
on university web pages centered around global initiatives, as well as from web pages for 
university offices that offer international student services, study abroad, and admissions. To be 
consistent across the ten institutions sampled in this study, I have reviewed and utilized 
comparable documents from each institution. While each institution’s structure and initiatives 
may vary, they all provided comparable documents to use for this study.  
From my experiences in the Graduate Admissions office of the Graduate College at the 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign over the past thirteen years, I know that Europe has 
come a long way since 1999 in developing and implementing the Bologna Declaration. In my 
position at Illinois, the number two public institution for international student enrollment in the 
United States, it is important that I stay abreast of higher education trends and changes 
throughout the world. We receive graduate applications from over 115 countries and have an 
international graduate population of nearly 50%. The vast majority of our international students 
are from Asia, and this is a similar trend in most United States institutions who have higher 
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international student enrollments, and who have strong Engineering schools. However, after Asia 
in application numbers are those students from Europe. Throughout my research, my goal has 
been to gain a better understanding of Europe’s future plans for Bologna and to find out how the 
Bologna Declaration is already affecting other countries’ competitiveness for enrolling 
international students in their higher education institutions.  
My document review research also included looking at the trends reports provided over 
the last decade, along with other statistical data showing changes in enrollment numbers of 
international students throughout the EHEA. In comparison, I have continued to utilize the Open 
Doors Reports published annually by the Institute for International Education to analyze the 
changes in enrollment numbers of international students throughout the United States; 
specifically, at the top international student enrolling institutions.  
Ultimately, my research goals have been to assess the progress of the Bologna 
Declaration post their original implementation goal of 2010 and the impacts of Europe’s increase 
in competitiveness on the rest of the globe. Specifically, my goal has been to develop 
recommendations for a United States response to the Bologna Declaration and the increased 
global competition for international students, and to recommend changes in our higher education 
structure to maintain our own competitiveness and attractiveness in the international and 
globalized higher education community.  
Data Collection: Policy Expert Questionnaires and Interviews 
In addition to using document review, I have utilized policy experts from the top twenty 
international student enrolling institutions in the United States to answer the research questions 
of “How has the United States responded to the increased global competition for international 
students?” and “What forces (other than Bologna) are working for and against the United States’ 
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ability to compete for international students?” I have sent questionnaires designed to uncover the 
levels of knowledge and awareness existing in United States institutions, among administration 
and faculty, about the Bologna Declaration to help me in analyzing why or why not institutions 
in the United States are succeeding in international student enrollment. This questionnaire was 
sent to policy experts via email. All consent and disclosures were included in the questionnaire 
email approved by the Institutional Review Board. As I knew I would be primarily sending this 
questionnaire to busy administrators, I kept the questionnaire to just 12 questions in hopes of 
gaining a higher response rate. I sent out 525 surveys and received a successful 20% response 
rate (105 responses). The questions included were designed to gain insight to the responders’ 
awareness of the Bologna Declaration, of any concerns they have about losing international 
students to Europe, and of any changes they have experienced in their international student 
applications and enrollments. The final two questions asked if they would be willing to have 
their names and institutional affiliation published in my research and whether or not they would 
be willing to participate in a 30-minute phone interview to further discuss the Bologna 
Declaration and its impacts on the global competition market for international students. 
 For my research, institutional policy experts included administrators and faculty in 
leadership roles in admissions, international education, and international student services in 
United States institutions consistently ranked 20th or higher for total international student 
enrollments over the last five years by the IIE. To enrich my study, I have reached out to 
administrators from all academic areas of each campus as well. Policy experts were chosen based 
on their leadership roles within these administrative areas for each campus. I wanted to include 
administrators who were working both on the front lines as entry-level managers such as 
specialists and coordinators, mid-level managers such as directors, and also higher level 
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managers such as Assistant Deans or Vice Provosts. I also included policy experts who primary 
worked with undergraduate students, as well as those who worked with graduate students. This 
research is intended to not only discuss the numbers and tuition dollars surrounding international 
student enrollments, but also the cultural and political benefits and impacts of our international 
student enrollments. I believe having a wide variety of perspectives included in my study 
provides me with a more complete data set to allow for better recommendations.  
To protect the anonymity of my study participants, I have specifically listed responses 
only as responses from policy experts in an expert area, rather than identifying them as 
participants from any particular institution. As there are not many administrators performing 
these roles at each institution, identifying them by their institution could potentially lead to loss 
of anonymity. In discussions with these experts, this anonymity was crucial to their participation 
in my study.  
The questionnaires also covered questions asking for expert responses on whether or not 
these institutions have been affected by or responded to the European Union’s successes with the 
Bologna Declaration, as well as address their changes in international student enrollment rates 
and in cooperative exchange agreements with foreign partners. These answers have been used to 
help me analyze the progress so far of the impacts of the Bologna Declaration, as well as to help 
me predict the future impacts and need for change.  
Through my position at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, I have utilized 
my contacts with these high international student-enrolling institutional administrators in the 
areas of admissions and international student services. I have conducted not only questionnaires, 
but also in-depth interviews with these international student experts in the United States to gain a 
deeper understanding of how the United States has so far been impacted by the Bologna 
92 
 
Declaration and how institutions and policy experts are responding to the increase in global 
competition for international students. As stated, the final question of the questionnaire asked 
policy experts if they would be willing to participate in an interview. Twenty-eight of the 105 
questionnaire respondents indicated they would be willing to participate in an interview. I 
reached out to all 28 via email to invite them for the interview, and in the end, 20 participants 
were willing to set up the interview. All consent and disclosure information were sent via email 
and all participants provided scanned copies of signed consent forms prior to the interviews. All 
but 4 interviews were conducted by phone, and the remaining 4 were conducted in person. The 
interviews lasted approximately 30 minutes each and allowed for respondents to speak in great 
detail regarding strategies their institutions have taken to respond to the increased global 
competition for international students, including any specific responses to the Bologna 
Declaration. In addition, the interviewees discussed factors that negatively or positively impact 
their ability to recruit international students and whether or not they believed the United States’ 
government should be more active in encouraging the recruitment of international students. The 
questions included in the interviews were designed to allow administrators to speak openly about 
their impressions of the increasing global competition for international students. I wanted to 
gauge their sense of urgency regarding competition, to obtain a more thorough understanding of 
their awareness surrounding the Bologna Declaration, and to find out from their perspectives 
what were the influences impacting their ability in continuing to recruit the top international 
students. Ultimately, I designed the questions with hopes of deriving potential solutions or 
recommendations that could help institutions in maintaining a competitive edge in the 
international student market. All questionnaire and interview protocols have been attached in 
Appendix A. 
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Table 1. Data Collection Matrix 
 
Research Question Data Collection Sources How to Access the Data? 
How has the United States been 
impacted by the Bologna 
Declaration? 
IIE Open Doors Reports – use to 
research enrollment changes of 
international students since the 
implementation of Bologna. 
 
Document Review results of top 10 
enrolling institutions for policy 
changes and reactions to Bologna. 
Reports are accessible to the public 
via www.iie.org 
 
 
 
Data is available to the public on 
each institution’s web site. 
What forces (other than 
Bologna) are working for and 
against the United States’ ability 
to compete for international 
students? 
Interviews and Questionnaires with 
policy experts from the top 20 
enrolling international student 
institutions 
Use my professional contacts at 
these institutions to reach out to 
these administrators  
How has the United States 
responded to the increased 
global competition for 
international students? 
Interviews and Questionnaires with 
policy experts from the top 20 
enrolling international student 
institutions 
Use my professional contacts at 
these institutions to reach out to 
these administrators  
What changes should the United 
States make to remain 
competitive in the international 
student market? 
Use interview and questionnaire 
results from institutional policy 
experts 
Review results from data above 
 
Sampling Techniques 
To define the top international student enrolling institutions in the United States, I 
utilized the Institute for International Education (IIE) Open Doors reports from 2011 to 2015 to 
discover the enrollment data by nation, higher education area, and institution. The data provided 
by IIE has allowed me to discover which institutions to study more in depth for changes and 
responses to the Bologna Declaration and regarding global competitiveness.  
In 2015, the top twenty consisted of the New York University, University of Southern 
California, Columbia University, Arizona State University, University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign, Northeastern University, Purdue University, University of California in Los 
Angeles, Michigan State University, University of Washington, Boston University, Penn State 
University, University of Michigan, Ohio State University, University of Texas in Dallas, 
Indiana University, University of Minnesota, University of California in Berkeley, State 
University of New York in Buffalo, and Texas A&M University. (IIE, 2015) These same twenty 
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institutions have rotated positions in the top twenty spots for the last five years, with five 
additional institutions rotating in and out: Harvard University, University of Florida, University 
of Texas at Austin, Georgia Institute of Technology, and University of Pennsylvania. (IIE, 2015) 
The University of Southern California is always in the top two and interestingly, Arizona State 
University was #20 in 2011, but moved to be #4 in 2015 (making them #1 for public 
institutions). The table that follows shows the changes in enrollment patterns for these 
institutions over the last five years. 
Table 2. Institutional Rankings and International Student Enrollments 
 
  2014/2015 2013/2014 2012/2013 2011/2012 2010/2011 
Institution Rank Enrollment Rank Enrollment Rank Enrollment Rank Enrollment Rank Enrollment 
NYU 1 13178 1 11164 4 9362 3 8660 3 7988 
USC 2 12334 2 10932 1 9840 1 9269 1 8615 
Columbia U 3 11510 4 10486 5 8797 5 8024 5 7297 
Arizona St U 4 11330 8 8683 11 6645 15 5616 20 4934 
UIUC 5 11223 3 10843 2 9804 2 8997 2 7991 
Northeastern U 6 10559 7 90748 7 7705 7 6486 16 5187 
Purdue 7 10230 5 9988 3 9509 4 8563 4 7562 
UCLA 8 10209 6 9579 6 8424 6 6703 6 6249 
Michigan St U 9 8146 9 7704 9 6759 9 6209 9 5748 
U Washington 10 8035 10 7469 14 6491 18 5372     
Boston U 11 7860 12 7143 12 6615 13 6041 12 5464 
Penn State 12 7728 13 7024 10 6693 12 6075 15 5207 
U Michigan 13 7423 11 7273 8 6827 8 6382 8 5995 
Ohio State U 14 7121 14 6800 15 6478 10 6142 7 6082 
U TX Dallas 15 7064 19 6296             
Indiana U 16 7009 15 6661 13 6547 11 6123 11 5471 
U Minnesota 17 6984 16 6621 16 6178 14 5661 18 5124 
UC Berkeley 18 6874 18 6372 20 5632         
SUNY Buffalo 19 6852 17 6594 18 5804 19 5357 17 5185 
Texas A&M U 20 6690                 
Harvard             17 5453 10 5594 
U Florida     20 6135 17 5961 16 5588 13 5393 
U TX Austin             20 5324 14 5323 
Georgia Tech                 19 4943 
U Penn         19 5751         
Data from IIE Open Doors Reports, 2015-2011: http://www.iie.org/en/Research-and-Publications/Open-Doors/Data/Fast-Facts 
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With my position at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, I have made 
contacts at these top twenty international student-enrolling institutions that has allowed me easier 
access to a sampling of administrators to send questionnaires and to interview. With this, I have 
employed snowball sampling. Atkinson and Flint (2004) defined snowball sampling as “a 
technique for gathering research subjects through the identification of an initial subject who is 
used to provide the names of other actors.” By using my current contacts at these institutions, I 
have been able to reach out to a wider array of contacts at each institution. This further aligns 
with Atkinson and Flint’s (2004) definition of snowball sampling where they state that “these 
actors may themselves open possibilities for an expanding web of contact and inquiry.” 
Through the use of document review, questionnaires, and interviews, I have been able to 
take a deeper look into each of these institutions and discover their changes in international 
engagement and commitment, their outlook on the competitive global higher education market, 
and any direct responses they have had towards the Bologna Declaration. The 105 responses 
received from my questionnaires were provided by administrators from 22 of the 25 institutions 
in the study. I believe this provides a varied set of responses that help validate my study. In 
addition, I received a 19% response rate for interviews of those who completed questionnaires. 
These interviews were from 8 of the institutions. I would have preferred to have policy experts 
from a larger number of institutions for my interview results, but as the responses from the 
interviews aligned similarly with the themes of the questionnaire responses from the larger 
institutional sampling, I am satisfied with the validity of the findings.  
Data Analysis  
To answer my ultimate research question of “What changes should the United States 
make to remain competitive in the international student market?”, I combined the document 
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review results and the interview and questionnaire responses from administrators at the top 
twenty international student enrolling institutions. I used a constant comparison analysis to code 
the document review results, and a classical content analysis to code the questionnaire and 
interview results. Using a combination of these methods allowed me to identify and code 
categories within each dataset collected, based on common trends within the document review 
results and the questionnaire and interview responses.  
Leech and Onwuegbuzie (2007) argue that a constant comparison analysis can be used 
when “a researcher is interested in utilizing an entire dataset to identify underlying themes 
presented through the data.” (Leech and Onwuegbuzie, 2007, p. 565) This method of analysis 
worked well for evaluating the institutional document review findings, as it allowed me to 
categorize and code each institution’s strategies and responses. In developing conclusions of this 
constant comparison analysis, Kolb (2012) argues that the researcher “continually sorts through 
the data collection, analyzes and codes the information, and reinforces theory generation through 
the process of theoretical sampling.”  
After completing the document review of each institution in my study, I separated the 
data into the following categories: mission and vision statements incorporating globalization, 
strategic planning goals focusing on global competition, senior administration publicly 
recognizing increased global competition, documented efforts of partnering with foreign 
institutions, and admissions operations responding to the Bologna Declaration. Within these 
categories, I employed a constant comparative analysis method to apply codes to the institutional 
findings and identify common themes in regard to overall globalization strategies, international 
student and faculty competition strategies, and specific responses to the Bologna Declaration.  
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While a constant comparison analysis allowed me to identify the common concerns and 
strategies related to global competition, using a classical content analysis approach to evaluate 
the questionnaire and interview responses allowed me to identify the most common approaches 
to combat these concerns. Leech and Onwuegbuzie (2007) argue that constant comparison 
analysis and classical content analysis are similar, but a classical content analysis allows the 
researcher to count the frequency of common responses/themes within each dataset. Similarly, 
Krippendorff (2012) argues, “the frequency with which a symbol, idea, reference, or topic occurs 
in a stream of messages is taken to indicate the importance, of, attention to, or emphasis on that 
symbol, idea, reference or topic in the messages.” (Krippendorff, 2012, p. 62) This analysis 
method allowed me to identify which responses or themes were most important to the institutions 
of the policy experts participating in this study by looking at the frequency of responses received. 
I separated questionnaire and interview responses into the following categories: Bologna 
Declaration awareness, Bologna Declaration concerns, global competition impacts, global 
competition strategies, and recruitment influences.  
For the questionnaires, I have offered a numeric ranking scale for answers for the vast 
majority of the questions with only two open-ended questions. This allowed me to look for the 
average and most common response rates regarding levels of awareness and concern about 
increased global competition for international students. Further analysis allowed me to use these 
averages to determine not only overall rates, but also breakdowns for rates of awareness and 
concern based on policy expert area (admissions, international student services, and academic 
programs).  
For the open-ended responses from the questionnaires, and for the interview responses, I 
have identified key themes in responses to code the results. By comparing responses and finding 
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frequencies of common responses, I have been able to identify themes of concern for these 
institutions and to identify strategies that would work for a larger body of higher education 
institutions in the United States.   
For the final analysis and comparison of the full data results of all three methods, 
document review, questionnaires, and interviews, I have again used classical content analysis to 
catalog and identify recurring trends in globalization efforts from the institutions in this study. 
This allowed me to again determine frequencies of strategies and efforts currently being made by 
institutions through basic statistical analysis. Comparing institutional efforts further allows me to 
develop strategies and recommendations for combatting the increased global competition for 
international students.  
Data Validity  
 I have employed triangulation in my data analysis methods to ensure data validity. I have 
triangulated the results from the document review, questionnaires, and interviews to determine 
my findings in my overarching policy analysis. Rothbauer (2008) offers that “the basic idea 
underpinning the concept of triangulation is that the phenomena under study can be understood 
best when approached with a variety or a combination of research methods.” Triangulation has 
allowed me to review, validate, and cross-reference the results from each method used to ensure 
more valid findings. By triangulating the results, I was able to compare responses and find 
common and contrasting themes to provide justification for my conclusions and 
recommendations. The questionnaires were received from policy experts from the areas of 
admissions, international student services, and academic program offices from 22 of the 25 
institutions. The themes and recurring responses on awareness, concerns, and strategies involved 
in looking at increased global competition for international students were consistent with those 
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identified in the interviews conducted with policy experts (from the three expert areas) from 8 of 
the 25 institutions. These responses were further validated by the document review of the top 10 
institutions. This document review provided evidence that the responses from the policy experts 
matched the public viewpoints and strategies being taken by their institutions.  
Triangulating these results not only provided me with evidence of the validity of the 
individual participants’ responses, but also for the common and recurring themes identified. This 
cross-referencing of responses allowed me to best formulate my research conclusions and 
recommendations. Without the compilation of all data sources, I believe my recommendations 
would be incomplete. 
Reflexivity 
 As an administrator who manages the Graduate Admissions office for the University of 
Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, I have not only a scholarly interest in the results of my research 
but also an administrative interest on behalf of my employer. My ultimate goal with this research 
is to make recommendations to Illinois in order for our university to remain in the lead for public 
institutions enrolling international students. With this, my audience includes scholars and policy 
experts from Illinois and from around the United States. My research will ultimately benefit my 
administrative career in the field of admissions and international studies in higher education, and 
therefore it is important that I make these goals and biases known. Lisa Anderson (2008) argues 
that reflexivity is a part of qualitative research and states that “it is impossible to remain ‘outside’ 
our subject matter; our presence, in whatever form, will have some kind of effect.” My 
experiences in the admissions field and my experiences at Illinois have shaped the way I 
interpret the results from my research and has caused me to use reflexivity in my data analysis. 
Throughout my administrative career at Illinois, I have worked extensively with international 
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recruitment and admissions, international student advising, and researching international higher 
education trends. When I research the increased competition for international students and try to 
develop recommendations, my instinct is to think about how this would impact my office and my 
university and my students. I tend to think first as an administrator, and second as a scholar. 
While I believe these instincts will pragmatically help me in developing strategies and 
recommendations that will actually work for institutions, it is important that I recognize these as 
instincts, take a step back, and look at policy implications from not only an administrative, 
planning, or pragmatic viewpoint, but as a critical scholar as well. This is why the critical 
pragmatist viewpoint works perfectly for my research.   
Conclusion 
 Using a critical pragmatist viewpoint, and with recognition of my personal biases and 
natural administrative lens, I have conducted a policy analysis of the Bologna Declaration’s 
impacts on the United States’ leadership status in the globalized higher education market. The 
following chapter will provide detailed results of my research findings from document review 
analyses, as well as policy experts’ questionnaires and interviews.  
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Chapter 6 
American Higher Education Responses to Global Competition 
Introduction 
 In reviewing the best ways to evaluate how the Bologna Declaration has influenced the 
United States, I found that evaluating the top twenty international student-enrolling institutions 
would provide me with not only credible, but also substantial research, to develop 
recommendations on how the United States can strategize to remain a leader in the globalized 
higher education market. As explored in the foundational chapters of this dissertation, and 
documented through the methodologies of the previous chapter, utilizing document review of 
these institutions has provided me with a glimpse into how these institutions are implementing 
local strategies of internationalization in response to the increased and globalized competition for 
international students. Delving further into this analysis with questionnaires and interviews with 
policy experts from these institutions provided me with substantial research findings to create 
recommendations for the United States, and even specifically for the University of Illinois at 
Urbana-Champaign, to remain a global leader in international student recruitment.  
Institutional Research Findings 
As the higher education market is becoming more and more globalized, and students are 
now presented with many more choices for higher education across the globe, competition is the 
new name of the game for higher education institutions. However, has the U.S. done much about 
this competition? We are the world leader in enrolling international students and have been so 
for a very long time. But, do we need to start worrying that things may change? In 2006, NAFSA 
argued that “while other countries are working hard to access the benefits gained from educating 
the next generation of world leaders and from attracting the world’s scientific, technological, and 
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intellectual elite, the United States is curiously disengaged, content to compete with speeches, 
sound bites, and photo ops.” (NAFSA, 2006) This statement is a bit discouraging, but is it true? 
Are we so sure that we won’t lose our competitive edge if we don’t make changes to fight for our 
lead in the international student market?  
According to the IIE 2016 Open Doors report, we are still seeing an increase in our 
international student enrollments. In 2015/2016, we saw an increase of 2.4% in new international 
student enrollments; however, the three years prior, we saw 8.7%, 7.6%, and 9.8% increases. So, 
while we are still seeing increases, they are not nearly as significant as in years past. (IIE Open 
Doors, 2016) In an effort to ascertain what our institutions are doing to maintain our country’s 
leadership status, I have employed document review analysis of the top ten international student 
enrolling institutions. I have reviewed publicly available documents for these ten institutions to 
determine the strategies put in place by each institution to recruit international students and to 
incorporate internationalization into their campus initiatives. This document review provides 
context for the questionnaire and interview responses, and also serves to validate policy expert 
responses regarding initiatives and strategies. 
New York University 
New York University (NYU) has long been in the running for the top international 
student enrollment institution in the United States and moved to the #1 location in 2013/2014. 
(IIE Open Doors, 2015) NYU prides itself on its global outreach and policies throughout its 
campus and brands itself as the “first global network university.” (NYU Global Council, 2017) 
As a global network university, NYU boasts that “no university has a greater global presence.” 
(NYU, 2017) However, this boasting is based on success with attracting and serving 
international students. NYU’s international student population has origins from over 130 
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countries, facilitates two degree-granting campuses in Abu Dhabi and Shanghai, and offers 
academic centers 5in 11 foreign countries (5 in Europe) that enroll over 55,000 students annually. 
(NYU, 2017)  
When Andrew Hamilton was inaugurated as NYU’s new president in September 2016, he 
argued that as they looked to the future, the NYU campus and its members need to “encourage 
an openness to the perspectives of others.” (Hamilton, 2016) He believes that the widespread 
international network of NYU paves a path for such openness; however, he questioned how they 
can ensure they continue to be relevant and strive for excellence beyond the numbers. In 
addition, he argued for the urgency of maintaining such relevance and such excellence. He stated 
that “there has never been a time when bold action on global education is more urgently needed 
than now in the face of destructive public discourse on immigration, suspicion of entire religions 
and ethnic groups, and a range of problems – from climate change to ideological extremism – 
that defies borders, it is essential that we choose not to retreat but to engage.”(Hamilton, 2016) 
While this speech was made prior to the recent United States presidential executive orders 
concerning international citizens, his words could serve as a direct response to the orders’ 
negative impacts on the perception that our prospective and current international students and 
partners have on being welcome and safe in the United States. Hamilton (2016) went on to argue 
that NYU must continue efforts to build global enterprises and global research collaborations and 
make these global efforts accessible to all students—that no matter their previous successes, they 
must continue building.  
These sentiments take further the concerns that the last NYU president, John Sexton, 
conveyed in 2010. Sexton remained cautious that competition in the international market is an 
                                                            
5 NYU’s global academic centers are located in Acca, Berlin, Buenos Aires, Florence, London, Madrid, Paris, Prague, 
Sydney, Tel Aviv, and Washington DC. 
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issue the university must pay close attention to. Sexton argued that other higher education areas 
outside the United States are working hard to recruit international students and promote the 
attractiveness of their institutions. He stated that “given that the talent pool and flow now are 
global, it no longer can be taken for granted that the United States (or even "the West" as a 
whole) will remain the magnet for talent it traditionally has been.” (Sexton, 2010) Across the 
globe, institutions are working to keep their students studying at home rather than travelling to 
the United States for higher education by restructuring degrees and improving program quality to 
compete with the United States. (Sexton, 2010) And according to Sexton, these other countries 
are succeeding. He documents that only 23% of students studying internationally were enrolled 
in United States institutions in 2006, and interestingly that the European Union had a greater 
number of international students enrolled than the United States if you count students studying in 
other European countries other than their home nation. (Sexton, 2010) As we know, part of the 
Bologna Declaration’s intent is to increase competition, including keeping more European 
students studying within the European Union and attracting more international students from 
across the globe to study in the European Union.  
The NYU “Framework 2031” initiative (similar to a strategic plan) includes a call for 
action in terms of global higher education competition. It calls for NYU to use its global 
network, location, and alumni relations to create a competitive edge. (NYU, 2008) Having 
academic centers across the globe and in New York with more than 40,000 international students 
gives NYU a competitive advantage in sheer numbers, but also with potential to cultivate alumni 
relations with these students. In addition, New York City is an international hub for the arts, 
economics, trade, education, you name it. (NYU, 2008) 
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In Framework 2031, NYU recognizes that the flow of international students has changed. 
International students have more options with Europe’s new European Higher Education Area 
(EHEA), Australia and New Zealand’s new active recruiting strategies, and China’s newly 
developed research universities. Framework 2031 posits “even if the number of foreign faculty 
and students coming to U.S. colleges and universities is relatively stable, the nation’s share of the 
very best is diminishing. The flow of intellectual brainpower worldwide is far more complex 
than it was a decade ago, and NYU, along with all research universities, will be forced to deal 
with this change.” (NYU, 2008)  
In specific regards to the Bologna Declaration, the graduate admissions offices across the 
NYU campus offer little guidance to those prospective students with Bologna-compliant degrees. 
Each graduate school at NYU has their own admissions office, and the vast majority of these 
offices either offer no clear advisement as to what degrees will be accepted for admission, or just 
offer the canned “a degree equivalent to a U.S. bachelor degree” that many institutions across 
America require. However, the NYU Stern School of Business does specify three-year degrees 
from France, Germany, Italy, and the United Kingdom will be accepted for admission. (NYU 
Stern, 2017) This tells me that NYU is open to receiving Bologna-compliant three-year bachelor 
degrees and is sending a positive recruiting message to prospective European students. 
University of Southern California 
The University of Southern California (USC) has long been the leader in international 
student enrollments in the United States. Prior to falling to second place in 2013/2014, USC had 
remained the number one US destination for international students since 2001. USC takes their 
leadership in globalized education very seriously and has used a globalization lens in developing 
strategic plans, new curriculums, and their overall mission of the University. A key role outlined 
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in their mission statement is to be “a global institution in a global center, attracting more 
international students over the years than any other American university.” (USC, 1993)  
In developing a strategic plan and a vision for their future, USC actively includes goals of 
creating a global presence, visibility, and brand. (USC, 2004) These goals are designed to not 
only allow their students to become better prepared to succeed in a globalized market place, but 
also to increase USC’s attractiveness and competitive edge in the international student market. In 
this competitive outlook, USC believes that a “global presence will attract the most talented 
students in the world to USC. The demand for education is increasing worldwide, and the best 
students will view higher education as an international market, heightening competition and 
creating a truly global student body. We seek to become the university of choice for future 
leaders in all parts of the world.” (USC, 2004, p. 3) To increase their competitive edge, USC is 
working hard to increase their recruitment activities and develop alumni relations as their 
international students are possibly the best resource to “serve as global goodwill ambassadors.” 
(USC, 2004, p. 5) 
USC’s President, C.L. Max Nikias, addressed the university in February 2016, 
highlighting a number of successes and international recognition for the university’s various 
programs, such as a new global biotech center, a new institute for international actors, and 
faculty winning international honors. In addition, he argued that USC has always been a “global 
institution with a global character” from its first graduating class with multiple ethnicities to its 
current population made up of students from all regions of the world. (Nikias, 2016)  
President Nikias also gave an annual address to his faculty in February of 2015 in which 
he addressed a number of issues that the campus should be concerned with. One item was the 
increase in global competition for not only the best faculty, but the best students. He cited the 
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competition as an “escalating arms race for talent world-wide.” (Nikias, 2015) Similarly, USC’s 
former President, Steven Sample, greatly stressed the importance of maintaining a competitive 
edge in today’s globalized higher education market in a 2006 College Board annual forum. He 
believed that the United States should be concerned about its foreign competitors arguing that 
“we in higher education must keep pace with the breathtaking rate of change occurring around 
the world, that we cannot do business as usual, that we cannot simply presume American higher 
education will continue to be the gold standard for the world.” (Sample, 2006)  
To develop partnerships and relations with foreign institutions, all with the goal of 
increasing competitiveness for international students, USC has made over 180 agreements with 
foreign institutions in 38 countries (including 8 from Europe). This outreach is designed to help 
USC prepare “students to thrive in the global marketplace by emphasizing research, study abroad 
and service learning opportunities that span countries and continents.” (USC Global, 2017)  
While USC has taken many steps to internationalize their campus, develop relations with 
international students and institutions, and ultimately increase their competitive edge in the 
globalized higher education market, they do not directly address the Bologna Declaration and its 
impacts on higher education. Their admissions requirements for graduate school do include the 
Diploma Supplement for Bologna-compliant degrees and do also indicate they will accept 
bachelor degrees with 180 or more ECTS, which means they accept the new Bologna-compliant 
three-year bachelor’s degrees. (USC Admissions, 2017) This acceptance is not surprising given 
their successes with international student enrollments.  
Columbia University in the City of New York  
Columbia University in the City of New York currently falls into third place for enrolling 
the most international students in the United States. (IIE Open Doors, 2015) However, Columbia 
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has been increasing their international student enrollments in the last five years moving from 
spot five, to four, and now to three in just the last three years. With New York University right 
around the corner, Columbia has a lot to compete with and they take their international education 
commitment to heart. Columbia’s mission statement owns the responsibility of seeking “to 
attract a diverse and international faculty and student body, to support research and teaching on 
global issues, and to create academic relationships with many countries and regions.” (Columbia, 
2017) 
Similar to the first two institutions detailed above, Columbia prides itself on being an 
international education leader in the United States, but also recognizes the global competition in 
today’s higher education market. And like NYU, Columbia believes that creating academic study 
sites or “Global Centers” across the globe is critical to maintaining a competitive edge and brand 
as an “international research university.” (Columbia Global Centers, 2017) 
Columbia’s President, Lee Bollinger, developed a Committee on Global Thought 
consisting of faculty from across the campus with the goal of “enhancing the university’s 
engagement with issues of global importance.” (Columbia Global Thought, 2017) With Columbia’s 
position as an international education leader, the Committee on Global Thought has been 
charged with the responsibility of maintaining and increasing the campus’ commitment to 
exploring global issues. (Columbia Global Thought, 2017)  
With the institution’s high population of international students and scholars from over 
150 countries (including France, Germany, Italy, and the UK in the top 10), Columbia wanted to 
establish degree programs that respond to this international community, and the Committee on 
Global Thought is doing just that. This Committee has developed a series of global initiatives for 
the universities since it was first formed in 2006. Some of these include the development of a 
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Master of Arts degree in Global Thought, and undergraduate student organization to engage in 
the discussion of global issues and trends, the creation of 8 global academic centers in 8 
countries, annual global reports to address the impacts of globalization on its university, its 
students, and its communities, a university forum on Global Columbia to foster university-wide 
discussions about what a global university really is in today’s world and how to strategize and 
implement action plans to become a truly global institution, a global freedom of expression 
project to allow for and enforce such freedom among students and faculty, a global policy 
initiative to help influence global policy not only regarding education, but health, freedoms, and 
inequalities around the world, and finally a global innovation fund to fund research and 
development projects and collaborations at the university’s global centers. (Columbia Global, 
2017) 
President Bollinger also implemented a World Leaders Forum for the Columbia campus 
in 2003. Each year, the World Leaders Form offers symposiums, discussion sessions, and other 
events throughout the year aiming to “advance lively, uninhibited dialogue on the large 
economic, political, and social questions of our time.” (Columbia World Leaders Forum, 2017) 
In past events, they have hosted national and global leaders from around the globe including 
President Bill Clinton, as well as European nation presidents, and even the Dalai Lama. Having 
such great leaders lead these sessions has provided many amazing global discussion 
opportunities for Columbia’s students and faculty. One student commented “the World Leaders 
Forum has become a tradition at this institution that seems to have reinforced the identity of 
Columbia as a truly global university and, I believe, has made this school unique amongst 
others.” (Columbia World Leaders Forum, 2017) 
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While Columbia University has responded to globalization and taken international 
education as a primary goal and strategy for their institution, they have offered little in terms of a 
specific response to the Bologna Declaration. Many of their international strategies for 
competing in the globalized higher education market will naturally help them respond to the 
Bologna Declaration, but it is unclear if these strategies are in direct response to Europe’s 
changes. However, in looking at their graduate admissions requirements, they do indicate they 
will accept three-year bachelor’s degrees from European countries and even mention and link to 
the Bologna process for European applicants. (Columbia Admissions, 2017) 
Arizona State University 
 Arizona State University is a new player to the top five international student enrolling 
institutions jumping from 20th place in 2011 to 4th place in 2015. This spot also puts them as the 
#1 public institution for enrolling international students. With a strategic goal of “establishing 
ASU as a leading global center for interdisciplinary research, discovery and development by 
2025,” it is no surprise that they have been aggressively recruiting and growing their 
international student population. (ASU, 2017) ASU’s President, Michael M. Crow, has been 
moving ASU toward becoming what he calls a “New American university” with the goals of not 
only increasing the excellence of the university through its research and social impacts, but also 
through increased access and global engagement. President Crow stated, “American higher 
education cannot assume that its competitive position in the world is unassailable.” (Crow, 2011) 
President Crow argued that we cannot remain arrogant and reliant on our reputations, but rather 
we must continue to grow and change to remain competitive in the global higher education 
network.  
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 In these efforts, ASU has grown to now include more than 165 international collaboration 
partnerships in 40 countries and has international students from over 135 countries. (ASU 
Global, 2017) Their international partnerships include joint degree programs, research 
opportunities, faculty and student exchanges, and innovative international initiatives at both the 
undergraduate and graduate level. In addition, ASU has developed curriculums surrounding 
globalization including the Center for Advanced Studies in Global Education that help students 
training to become teachers to develop methods and strategies to help their future students 
become successful throughout global and diverse cultures. (ASU Global, 2017)  
 In 2015, ASU started up a program called Global Launch. This program “propels 
students, educators, and other professionals to thrive in the global marketplace” by providing 
English language training as well as academic preparation and professional skills development 
services. (ASU Global Launch, 2017) This programming is offered to international students to 
prepare to go to ASU, as 45% of program participants are eventually admitted as degree-seeking 
students; however, it is also offered to global partners, such as a group of students sponsored by 
the Brazilian government to participate in a professional development program, a group of high 
school teachers from Peru to participate in an English language training program, and a group of 
faculty and students from Mexico to participate in a program that encompasses English language 
training, academic preparation, and capacity building. Ultimately, ASU has the goal of training 
10,000 students and participants within the US and in partner countries by the year 2020. (ASU 
Global Launch, 2017) 
 ASU has recognized that in our globalized economy, our research endeavors cannot be 
limited to what benefits our nation only. Instead, we must apply our research efforts to look for 
solutions that can benefit the world. In addition, we must train our students to become leaders in 
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markets across the globe. In ASU’s international development office, they have managed and 
initiated a substantial number of international partnership projects. ASU has been working with 
the United States Agency for International Development (USAID) to fund and collaborate on 
global projects (30 are currently active), including the development of a Center for Violence 
Prevention and Community Safety to facilitate research on violence in Central America and 
working with United States Pakistan Centers for Advanced Studies in Energy designed to help 
Pakistan with their energy crisis, and to help women and disadvantaged youth get involved in 
research programs. (ASU Int’l Development, 2017) Some other ASU international development 
collaborations include working with the Higher Engineering Education Alliance Program 
(HEEAP) to collaborate with government, higher education, and industry organizations to reform 
the public engineering higher education system in Vietnam, and working with the McCain 
institute for International Leadership in Washington D.C. on global leadership projects regarding 
safety, economic development, and human rights. (ASU Int’l Development, 2017) 
 While ASU has been working hard to increase their global engagement and footprint in 
the international student market and in the global economic, research, and development arenas, 
they have not developed any specific response to the Bologna Declaration. Their international 
admissions offices offer scholarships for incoming international students, provide a great 
recruiting video, and participate in in-country recruiting events and have aggressively been 
recruiting international students in the last 5 years. All of these efforts have been working, but it 
is unclear if any of these strategies have been in response to Bologna. In looking specifically at 
their graduate admissions requirements, they indicate that a comparable bachelor’s degree is 
required, but do not mention anything specifically about whether or not they accept three-year 
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bachelor’s degrees from European countries or even mention anything about Bologna-compliant 
degrees from European applicants. (ASU Admissions, 2017) 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
The University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign (Illinois) currently ranks fifth overall 
and second for public institutions in the United States for enrolling the most international 
students. (IIE Open Doors, 2015) Illinois has a deep commitment to international education 
including promoting study abroad options for their students, recruiting international students to 
study on campus, partnering with international institutions, and offering a number of 
international education majors. Former Chancellor, Phyllis Wise, once argued that “with a strong 
commitment to international initiatives both at the campus level and within individual colleges, 
internationalization is increasingly embedded in all aspects of the academic life on campus.” 
(Wise, 2012) This is still very much true today and is very evident in all the international and 
global efforts of the Illinois campus.  
Illinois International is the university’s unit responsible for a number of international 
initiatives, services, and activities. This office manages the international student and scholar 
services office that provides cultural and transition programming for international students, as 
well as immigration and visa advising and management, the study abroad office, and the office 
that manages all faculty and student exchange and partnership agreements. Illinois International 
also manages the Global Education and Training office that provides international training 
programs as well as the university’s Shanghai office, and other units that provide information 
about international safety and international media communications. This office is committed to 
all things international for the Illinois campus.  
114 
 
In a promotional video on the Illinois International web site, the Illinois International 
team does a great job of sharing the commitment of Illinois to international students and partners. 
In this video, Reitumetse Mabokela, the Vice Provost for International Affairs and Global 
Strategies, and the leader of Illinois International, states “we are committed to making Illinois a 
preeminent global university…we have very talented faculty members here and an opportunity to 
use the curriculum to prepare students who will go out in to the world to be able to compete and 
be able to contribute in both domestic and international contexts.” (Illinois International, 2017) 
Other leaders from Illinois International, as well as students and faculty, contribute to this video 
as well, stating that Illinois is “such a global campus with so many students from different parts 
of the world and so many professors and scholars from different parts of the world that it really 
informs everything that goes on in the university” and that Illinois’ faculty find ways to “invite 
international students to participate in the classroom and internationalize the syllabus,” and that 
our international faculty bring “a unique perspective and culture to the campus.” With over 
10,000 international students across the campus, over 2000 students studying abroad annually, 
and 1899 international faculty and staff serving students, Illinois has definitely been successful in 
its international recruitment efforts. (Illinois International, 2017) 
Internationalization is at the core of Illinois’ strategic plan calling for the University to 
“intensify our international presence.” (Illinois Strategic Plan, 2017) This initiative of the 
strategic plan calls for an increase and development of partnerships with international higher 
education institutions, corporations, and alumni to develop educational, research, and 
philanthropic collaborations, including establishing joint research institutes and increasing 
financial support. (Illinois Strategic Plan, 2017) In another strategic plan goal, Illinois outlines an 
action plan to “integrate global perspectives within our learning environment and benefit from 
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the international diversity of our students, faculty, and staff.” (Illinois Strategic Plan, 2017) This 
action plan includes initiatives to more fully integrate an international experience in the 
curriculum, increase “global awareness and cultural competency” among the student body, and 
foster more interaction between domestic and international students and faculty. (Illinois 
Strategic Plan, 2017) 
Illinois already has over 400 active student, faculty, and research agreements with 
foreign institutions from more than 65 countries. The agreements have allowed us to form a 
global brand. Former Chancellor, Phyllis Wise, argued that the Illinois global brand “is built on 
our faculty’s global networks and internationally recognized research; our reputation for 
excellence among our international partners; the impact of the research advances that have 
occurred here over our 144-year history; the quality of our capacity building and training 
programs; and the success of our international alumni.” (Wise, 2012) Yet, while Illinois 
remains a leader in international enrollments, Wojtek Chodzko-Zajko, Dean of the Graduate 
College, recognizes that “we will need to develop new and sustainable strategies to attract and 
retain the very best students in the face of growing competition.” (Helenthal, 2016) 
In response to the Bologna Declaration, the Graduate College at Illinois has researched 
the new Bologna-compliant degrees, including their structure, credit requirements, and degree 
quality. This research has also included discussions with faculty from across campus to decide 
what degrees and undergraduate coursework truly prepares a student for graduate education. In 
2010, the Graduate Admissions office publicly stated they would accept three-year 
undergraduate degrees from Europe on a case-by-case basis; however, in 2013, Illinois moved to 
formally accepting all three-year bachelor’s degrees from Europe for admission to graduate 
programs.  
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In 1998, just before the 1999 signing of the Bologna Declaration, Illinois created the 
European Union Center (EUC) on campus as a center for research and relations with the 
European Union. (Illinois EUC, 2017) The EUC is dedicated to “promoting scholarly research 
on the EU as a national resource center; strengthening the curricula on the EU across campus, 
educating the next generation of experts on EU and transatlantic affairs, and reaching out to K-12 
educators and students, businesses, government leaders, the media, and the general public to 
deepen understanding between the peoples of the US and the EU.” (Illinois EUC, 2017)  
The EUC has been very successful with attracting faculty from across campus to serve as 
leaders in the center, alongside their current European Union studies teaching and research. The 
EUC has also been successful in attracting the attention of outside resources. The United States 
Department of Education awarded the EUC with a Title VI National Resource Center 
designation in 2003, and the European Union with a Jean Monnet Center of Excellence 
designation in 2015. (Illinois EUC, 2017) With funding from the Title VI designation grant, as 
well as from the European Commission’s “Getting to Know Europe” grant, the EUC has been 
able to host a European Union Day annually for the past 14 years to bring together students and 
faculty from across the campus to discuss EU-US relations. (Illinois EUC, 2017) The Jean 
Monnet Center of Excellence designation came with funding for a multidisciplinary project 
called the “Strengthening Transatlantic Trust.” (Illinois EUC, 2017) This project is made up of 
three different projects that address agriculture and food standards, financial and debt global 
interconnectivity, and political responses to migration throughout and in comparison, between 
the European Union and the United States. (Illinois EUC, 2017) 
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Northeastern University 
 Northeastern University is fairly new to the top 10 institutions for enrolling international 
students. Just five years ago, Northeastern was placed at number 16 and then in the last few years 
has moved up to number six. (IIE Open Doors, 2016) Northeastern prides itself on being a global 
university where “teaching and research are grounded in global engagement.” (Northeastern, 
2017) Northeastern University has just under 3100 global partners from all seven continents and 
students from 140 countries. These partnerships include the traditional student and faculty 
cultural experience, research opportunities, and student internship agreements. Northeastern’s 
President, Joseph Aoun, includes “Globalization of Higher Education” (Aoun, 2017) as a priority 
for the institution and in an October of 2016 interview with the Chronicle of Higher Education, 
Aoun commented on Northeastern’s successes in international student enrollments with “we 
embarked on a globalization of the university…the goal was to globalize the university and allow 
the students to roam the world.” (Gardner, 2016) He went on to describe how Northeastern 
began recruiting international students and then moved to globalizing their co-op program in 
over 130 countries with 3000 different employers to provide students with a “global experiential 
opportunity.” (Gardner, 2016) 
 The Northeastern Global Co-Op program, as discussed by President Aoun, allows 
students to travel abroad to pursue “career opportunities with global companies and 
organizations, where students work on the front line in diverse cultures addressing the challenges 
of today’s complex society.” (Northeastern Global Coop, 2017) These programs are available 
through nearly all academic disciplines from arts and design, business, engineering, to 
philosophy, history, and political science. Co-op programs are available on every continent in the 
world and consist of internships, project management opportunities, and research collaborations. 
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(Northeastern Global Coop, 2017) These programs not only provide a unique international 
experience for Northeastern domestic and international students, but increase Northeastern’s 
global partnerships and footprint.  
 Northeastern is also a hub for international and global conversations. In October of 2017, 
they will be hosting the 10th annual Clinton Global Initiative University event. (Northeastern 
News, 2017) President Aoun has stated that “Northeastern is a global community of innovators 
and change-makers…it is the ideal institution to welcome representatives from around the world 
committed to social entrepreneurship and improving the human condition.” (Aoun, 2017) This 
sets the tone for the Clinton Global Initiative University conference as it brings together students 
from more than 75 countries to address global issues and challenges that impact their education, 
environment, human rights, funding, and health. The goal of this conference is not only to inspire 
discussions, but to develop action plans to solve real issues. The Clinton foundation has 
committed to funding nearly $3 million to these action plans in the last 9 years. (Northeastern 
News, 2017) 
 Throughout its admissions information, Northeastern University pushes its global 
university brand and its global career opportunities for its students, such as those through the 
global co-op program. At the graduate level, they tell applicants that they are looking to educate 
them to be “global citizens,” develop “students with an international perspective,” and that their 
“teaching and research are grounded in global engagement.” (Northeastern Admissions, 2017) 
However, they do not offer any specific responses to the Bologna Declaration or whether or not 
they accept three-year bachelor’s degrees from Europe for graduate admission.  
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Purdue University 
Purdue University has long been in the running for the top leadership position in terms of 
enrolling the most international students of any United States institution; but has been moving 
down in the ranks over the last few years from 3rd place in 2013 to 7th place in 2015. (IIE Open 
Doors, 2016) Purdue is also very similar to Illinois in that they are both well-respected research 
universities in the Big 10 known for their welcoming international environment. Purdue believes 
strongly in the benefit of enrolling international students and remaining globally competitive in 
the higher education market and has more than 5000 international students and 900 international 
faculty and staff from over 120 countries. (Purdue Grad, 2017) Brian Harley, Associate Dean for 
International Programs, suggested that some of their successes in international student 
recruitment and study abroad is due to the Purdue Moves program (Neubert, 2016)   
Purdue Moves is the newest version of a strategic plan for Purdue University and 
Purdue’s president, Mitch Daniels, states that through the Purdue Moves initiative “Purdue will 
lead the way in delivering higher education at the highest proven value and in proving that 
students learn and grow while they are here.” (Daniels, 2016) In a November of 2016 article 
regarding the international recruitment successes for Purdue, Amy Patterson Neubert argues that 
the Purdue Moves initiative has a series of action plans that will not only increase the 
international opportunities for its students, but also expand Purdue’s global footprint. One of the 
primary goals of the Purdue Moves plan is to increase the international experience opportunities 
for its students. Specifically, Purdue wants to drastically increase its number of students who 
study abroad with additional scholarship opportunities and financial incentives for academic 
programs to promote study abroad experiences for their students. In addition, Purdue hopes to 
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promote more conversations and cultural immersion opportunities for domestic and international 
students on the Purdue campus to experience together. (Purdue Moves, 2017) 
Former Purdue President and now National Science Foundation Director, France 
Cordova, was an advocate of international education at Purdue, but also very aware of the 
changing globalized higher education market and the need for change to remain competitive. She 
argued that partnering with not only industry organizations, but also with foreign institutions will 
be critical to remaining competitive. (Cordova, 2012) Purdue has developed several strategies to 
address global challenges including developing partnerships with organizations and institutions 
across the globe to collaborate on local, national, and global research, and using its leadership 
role in international education and research to brand Purdue as a global leader in economic 
development. (Purdue, 2008) Purdue engages its students, faculty, and community to discuss 
global challenges that impact research and innovation through its Purdue Policy Research 
Institute (formerly known as the Global Policy Research Institute). (Purdue PPRI, 2017) This 
institute has several initiatives to meet this engagement goal including working with academic 
institution partners across the globe to develop research collaborations and provide solutions to 
global problems. (Purdue PPRI, 2017)  
In order to achieve this goal of an international land-grant university and establish itself 
as a global brand, Purdue has established a number of units and leaders on campus. These 
include a Chief Corporate and Global Partnerships Officer and a Global Academic Committee of 
faculty to coordinate initiatives across campus, an International Programs office to manage 
international education for undergraduates including study abroad, a Public Policy Research 
Institute as discussed above, and a Global Partnerships office to develop partnerships with 
foreign institutions. (Purdue Global, 2017) 
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In response to the Bologna Declaration, Purdue University has worked with Illinois and 
other Big Ten institutions to benchmark their admissions requirements, and in the end, took the 
lead in being one of the first Big Ten institutions to accept the new Bologna-compliant degrees. 
Purdue publicly states that students with three-year Bologna-compliant bachelor degrees are 
eligible for admission to their graduate programs. (Purdue Graduate School, 2017) This was a 
big step for the Big 10 community and represents a clearly positive recruiting image for 
prospective European students. 
University of California at Los Angeles 
 The University of California at Los Angeles (UCLA) has consistently been in sixth place 
for enrolling international students until 2015 when newcomers Arizona State and Northeastern 
University pushed them down to eighth place. (IIE Open Doors, 2016) However, UCLA remains 
committed to international students and the globalization of their campus. UCLA Chancellor, 
Gene Block, argues that global engagement is critical to the mission of UCLA and that 
relationships with partner institutions abroad allow its students to have additional research 
opportunities and gain experience in discussing and resolving critical global issues. (Block, 
2017)  
In an article in November of 2016 regarding the importance of global higher education, 
Chancellor Block argued that “to be successful in this century requires a basic global 
sophistication, including language skills and an understanding of other cultures” and to address 
how to solve global challenges, he offered “you have to understand many cultures and issues 
from an international perspective” and “our approach to every academic discipline needs to 
incorporate a global point of view.” (Kligman, 2016) 
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UCLA has a vast global footprint with 200 partner institutions in 50 countries, over 9500 
international students from 124 countries, and over 2000 study abroad participants each year. 
(UCLA Global, 2017) One way of supporting this international community is through the UCLA 
Global Forum initiative. This initiative involves all campus stakeholders in discussing issues of 
local, national, and global significance. These discussions also facilitate relationships with 
international partners, assist with recruiting international students and faculty, and make UCLA a 
leader in global discussions regarding not only academic issues, but also business, society, and 
environmental issues. (UCLA Global, 2017) 
UCLA founded its International Institute in 1958, and it currently serves as the center for 
all things global on campus. The institute facilitates 25 global and area studies centers that offer 
six undergraduate majors, nine undergraduate minors, and three graduate majors enrolling just 
under 1000 students annually. (UCLA Int’l Institute, 2017) These area studies centers recruit 
international faculty with experience and specializations in international or global studies, 
language teaching, or specific world region studies. In addition to its academic programs, the 
institute and its centers work together to provide funding for students and faculty to collaborate 
on research projects both at UCLA and abroad. (UCLA Int’l Institute, 2017) UCLA’s Office of 
International Studies and Global Engagement oversees the International Institute and is led by 
Vice Provost Cindy Fan who believes that “international education – experienced through study 
and internships abroad as well as a curriculum that integrates comparative global experience – 
imparts a global perspective to our students. As a result, they become effective leaders, 
influencers and agents of change at both the local and global level.” (Fan, 2015) With 
commitment from top leaders like Vice Provost Fan and Chancellor Block, it is no surprise that 
UCLA has succeeded in their internationalization and globalization endeavors.  
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UCLA admission web pages provide a strong message of welcoming to international 
students, as well as clearly outlines its vast resources and opportunities for international students, 
no matter if they are coming as undergraduate, graduate, or exchange students. However, at the 
graduate level, they do not accept the Bologna-compliant three-year bachelor’s degree for 
graduate admission. Instead, they require students to complete the three-year bachelor’s degree 
and the two-year master’s degree prior to entering a graduate program. Given their strong 
commitment to enrolling international students, it was surprising to see that they do not accept 
these degrees from Europe.  
Michigan State University 
Michigan State University has stayed consistently at ninth place for enrolling 
international institutions for the last five years. Michigan State University’s President, Lou Anna 
K. Simon, has embraced and developed a new philosophy in regard to the Land Grant Institution 
that she calls the “World Grant Ideal.” (Simon, 2017) President Simon states that to truly commit 
to being a global university, universities must move past the ideals of the land grant institution 
and think globally to produce global citizens. Unlike the Morrill Act that produced the land grant 
institutions, universities aren’t given a world grant or global rights to higher education. Instead, 
they must work to develop a higher education for its students that transcends borders and 
produce knowledge that addresses global challenges. Simon (2017) writes “World Grant is a 
directional aspiration, an intentional journey, as the land-grant mission of the nineteenth century 
aligns its core values and strengths to meet the societal needs of the twenty-first century.” For an 
institution to truly adopt the World Grant ideal, she argues that they must commit to global 
understanding, global competence, and global research partnerships. (Simon, 2017) 
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Michigan State’s World Grant ideal is woven into MSU’s vision and strategic plan and is 
driving everything they do in regard to internationalization. In the strategic plan, The World 
Grant is a specific goal, but the strategic plan also calls for goals to expand the institution’s 
internationalization efforts through “academic, research and economic development initiatives, 
and strategic alliances.” (MSU Strategic Plan, 2017) MSU was one of the first institutions to 
welcome an international student in 1878 and today has more than 7200 students from more than 
130 countries, more than 1400 faculty who participate in international research, teaching, or 
service, 25 centers, institutes, and offices with a direct focus on internationalization, and more 
than 270 international partners from 70 countries. (MSU ISP, 2017) Associate Provost and Dean 
Steven Hanson brings in the World Grant ideology into the mission of the International Studies 
and Programs office stating that the office focuses on “our world grant values – humility and 
hard work; seeking knowledge and solutions in collaboration with world-class faculty; a diverse 
community that includes thousands of international students and visiting scholars; and 
establishing relationships and partnerships in the far corners of the world.” (Hanson, 2017) This 
office also works with faculty and student services offices across the campus to combine 
research and student mobility efforts, provide scholarships for international experiences, provide 
support for language studies, and bridge partnerships with foreign institutions. (MSU ISP, 2017) 
The International Studies and Programs office at MSU also includes an Office of 
International Research Collaboration. This office works with faculty to develop global and 
international research projects, connect MSU faculty with global partner institution faculty, and 
help faculty write proposals to gain external funding specifically devoted to higher education 
international research priorities. (MSU ISP, 2017) 
125 
 
In regard to admissions, MSU does not accept three-year international bachelor’s 
degrees, including those from Europe. At the graduate level, admissions is decentralized by 
program, and so finding admissions information as an international student can be a bit difficult 
as there isn’t a central location for international applicant information. At the undergraduate 
level, they offer an entire section to international applicants with “before you apply” and” after 
you apply” information.  
University of Washington 
 The University of Washington falls into tenth place for enrolling international students, 
but just five years ago, it wasn’t even in the top twenty. (IIE Open Doors, 2016) Similar to 
Arizona State University and Northeastern University, they have made drastic increases in their 
ability to recruit international students in the last five years and now have over 8000 students 
from over 110 countries (Washington University ISS, 2017). The University of Washington has 
woven their commitment to globalization into their vision statement affirming that they prepare 
their students to be “global citizens,” with goals of recruiting the best students, faculty, and staff 
from around the world and maintaining an “active pursuit of global engagement and 
connectedness.” (Washington University Values, 2017)  
As the University of Washington has been increasing its international enrollments, it’s no 
wonder that its current strategic plan includes goals of being more competitive, more 
collaborative, and more innovative. (Washington University Strategic Plan, 2017) These goals 
are set to allow the University of Washington not only be more competitive and collaborative 
with its domestic partner institutions and businesses, but with international partners as well. Part 
of their goal to increase their competitiveness is also looking for additional ways to provide 
multiple forms of funding opportunities for its students. As international students’ tuition costs 
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are always a factor in a prospective international students’ decision to come to the United States, 
this will only further help the University of Washington in its recruitment efforts. They also 
recognize that not only are they facing competition in the United States, but also from 
international institutions. They believe that investing in their students means increasing 
opportunities for global learning through a more globalized curriculum, through globalized 
research projects, and through global scholarships. (Washington University Strategic Plan, 2017) 
 The University of Washington’s Office of Global Affairs is crucial to the university’s 
vision for creating global citizens and creating global scholarship and learning opportunities for 
its students, both domestic and international. The Office of Global Affairs works with 
undergraduate and graduate academic programs, and other global and international student 
support offices to develop or even revise current policies to support academic, research, and 
service programs that promote or foster internationalization opportunities for students. 
(Washington University Global, 2017) The Office of Global Affairs also serves as a liaison with 
prospective international partner institutions to develop potential relationships and exchange 
agreements for faculty and staff. They work directly with the partner institutions and the 
University of Washington academic programs to foster these relations. (Washington University 
Global, 2017) The Office of Global Affairs also oversees the University of Washington Study 
Abroad office. This office brings in 300 exchange students and sends over 2200 students abroad 
annually. (Washington University Global, 2017) As study abroad can often be an expensive 
endeavor for students, the University of Washington has created a Global Opportunities program 
that the Office of Global Affairs works with undergraduate academic programs to give financial 
assistance and access to study abroad or other international opportunities for students with 
financial need. (Washington University Global, 2017) 
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 Divya McMillin, the Director of the Global Honors Program, created the Institute for 
Global Engagement in 2014. This institute brings in guest lecturers from all over the United 
States and the world to come and talk to students about building connections through their 
research and encourage them to participate in experiential learning. Her goal is to “produce 
informed and compassionate leaders…our core curriculum gives students a sophistical 
understanding of the intricacies of global interactions and prepares them for the changes of a 
networked society.” (McMillin,2014) 
 In looking at international admissions information, a graduate international applicant will 
find a welcoming commitment statement from University of Washington president, Ana Mari 
Cauce, stating “The University of Washington is proud to be the home to students, staff and 
scholars from around the world. We stand with them and will provide them with support as 
needed.” (Washington University Admissions, 2017) In addition, the admissions information 
specifically states that the University of Washington accepts three-year Bologna-compliant 
bachelor’s degrees from Europe. Similar to the quote from the university president above, the 
graduate admissions web sites have a plethora of welcoming and supportive quotes from 
university leaders, such as David Eaton, the Dean and Vice Provost of the Graduate School, 
being quoted with “As the 15th ranked university in the world, we are attracting more and more 
bright and motivated international students. A diverse, global student body is essential for robust 
intellectual stimulation and true career readiness.” (Washington University Admissions, 2017) 
The web sites are very easy to navigate and do a great job highlighting their successes with 
international students and their commitment to international students; the university’s goals of 
recruiting more international students are clearly evident within these sites.  
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Institutional Document Review Findings Summary 
These ten institutions have clearly recognized the need for an institutional commitment to 
maintaining a competitive edge in our globalized higher education market. Already serving as 
leaders in the United States based on their international enrollment numbers alone, the research 
has shown that these institutions have taken steps further to create a global brand identity. These 
institutions’ commitment to creating a global brand is clearly identified in their core policies, 
including their mission and vision statements, and strategic plans and goals. Further, each 
institution’s senior administration has publicly recognized the need to be concerned about 
foreign competitors, to make change, to create a global presence, to partner with foreign 
institutions and industry, and to collaborate and respond to global issues facing higher education, 
economies, and research development today.  
Below is a summary of these institutions’ responses to global competition in the higher 
education market: 
Table 3. Institutional Responses to Global Competition 
 
School Mission / Vision 
Statements 
Strategic Plan Goals Senior Administration 
Publicly Recognizes 
Competition 
Partnering 
with 
Foreign 
Institutions 
Admissions 
Response to 
Bologna 
Declaration 
New York 
University 
Brands itself as a 
global network 
university that 
encourages openness 
to international 
perspectives. 
Use global network, 
location, and alumni 
relations to create a 
competitive edge. 
President argues for 
urgency of global education 
in the current political 
climate and argues for 
building global research 
collaboration efforts. 
2 degree-
granting 
campuses 
in Abu 
Dhabi and 
Shanghai; 
academic 
centers in 
11 foreign 
countries 
Accepting three-
year bachelor 
degrees from 
Europe. 
University 
of Southern 
California 
Key role as an 
institution to be a 
global institution 
and boasts ability to 
attract more 
international 
students than most 
other institutions. 
Create global presence, 
visibility, and brand to 
attract the most talented 
students from across the 
world. 
President cites the 
competition as an escalating 
global race for talented 
international faculty and 
international students. 
180 
agreements 
in 38 
countries. 
Accepting three-
year bachelor 
degrees from 
Europe. 
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Table 3 (cont.) 
 
School Mission / Vision 
Statements 
Strategic Plan Goals Senior Administration 
Publicly Recognizes 
Competition 
Partnering 
with 
Foreign 
Institutions 
Admissions 
Response to 
Bologna 
Declaration 
Columbia 
University in 
the City of 
New York 
Mission to attract 
international faculty 
and students, to 
implement a 
research and 
curriculum structure 
for global issues, 
and to create 
relationships with 
foreign partners. 
Create a series of global 
initiatives including a MA 
in Global Thought, 
university forums to foster 
global issues discussions, 
and groups to influence 
global policies and fund 
global research. 
President developed a 
Committee on Global 
Thought to enhance global 
engagement, and 
implemented a World 
Leaders Forum to generate 
global discussion 
opportunities. 
8 academic 
centers in 8 
countries 
Accepting three-
year bachelor 
degrees from 
Europe and even 
link to the Bologna 
process for 
European 
applicants. 
Arizona 
State 
University 
Create a “New 
American 
University” through 
global engagement. 
Become the leading global 
center for research and 
development by 2025, 
create globalization 
curriculums, offers 
globalization training 
(English language and 
academic and professional 
preparation) to prospective 
students and organizations 
around the world. 
President argues the United 
States’ current competitive 
position cannot be taken for 
granted. 
165 
partnerships 
in 40 
countries.  
These 
include joint 
degree 
programs.  
No specific 
response to the 
Bologna 
Declaration. 
University of 
Illinois at 
Urbana-
Champaign 
Vision includes 
creating a global 
impact through our 
research.  
Strengthen international 
presence, increase 
international partnerships 
and joint research 
institutes, and incorporate 
global perspectives, 
awareness, and 
competency into 
curriculum. 
Vice Provost committed to 
making Illinois a leading 
global university. Graduate 
College Dean recognizes 
need to develop strategies to 
maintain and increase our 
recruitment of the top 
students in the increasingly 
global competition for 
international students. 
400 
agreements 
in 65 
countries.  
Accepting three-
year bachelor 
degrees from 
Europe and has 
facilitated campus-
wide discussions of 
the Bologna 
Declaration and its 
impacts on 
American higher 
education. 
Northeastern 
University 
Global university 
brand where global 
engagement is 
woven within the 
curriculum and 
research with a goal 
of creating global 
citizens. 
Prioritize globalization of 
higher education, increased 
global co-op program 
opportunities for domestic 
and international students, 
and foster global 
conversations through 
continued partnership with 
the Clinton Foundation for 
the global initiative 
university. 
President committed to both 
recruiting international 
students and also 
globalizing their co-op 
program in 130 countries 
with 3000 employers to 
provide a experiential 
learning opportunity on a 
global scale. President 
recognized importance of 
increasing global footprint 
to remain relative. 
3100 global 
partners 
from all 7 
continents. 
No specific 
response to the 
Bologna 
Declaration. 
Purdue 
University 
No specific 
commitment to 
globalized higher 
education within 
mission or vision 
statement. 
Increase international 
experience opportunities, 
increase study abroad 
scholarships and funding 
incentives, promote global 
conversations and cultural 
immersion opportunities.  
Former University President 
and current NSF Director, 
argued the higher education 
market is becoming more 
globalized and a change is 
needed to remain 
competitive.  
Specifies a 
commitment 
to 
increasing 
partnerships 
in India and 
Columbia. 
One of the first Big 
10 institutions to 
accept three-year 
bachelor degrees 
from Europe. 
University of 
California at 
Los Angeles 
Global engagement 
is critical. 
Curriculum must 
include a global 
perspective. 
Global Forum initiative to 
facilitate all campus 
stakeholders discussing 
issues of local, national, 
and global significance to 
make UCLA a leader in 
global discussions. 
Chancellor argues that to be 
successful in today’s 
globalized higher education 
market, our curriculum must 
include a global perspective 
and international 
experiences through 
international partnerships 
and research opportunities.  
200 partners 
in 50 
countries.  
Does not accept 
Bologna-compliant 
three-year 
bachelor’s degrees 
and instead require 
the three-year 
bachelor + two-year 
master for graduate 
admission. 
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Table 3 (cont.) 
 
Michigan 
State 
University 
Apply land-grant 
mission to develop 
higher education 
that transcends 
borders and 
produces 
knowledge to 
address global 
challenges in order 
to adopt a World 
Grant ideal. 
Expand 
internationalization efforts 
through educational, 
research, and economic 
development and 
partnerships. 
President argues for 
commitment to global 
understanding, global 
competence, and global 
research partnerships to 
meet today’s societal needs.  
270 partners 
from 70 
countries. 
Does not accept 
Bologna-compliant 
three-year 
bachelor’s degrees. 
University of 
Washington 
Prepare students to 
be global citizens, 
pursue global 
engagement and 
connectedness, 
recruit top students, 
faculty, and staff 
from around the 
world. 
Be more competitive, more 
collaborative, and more 
innovative. Invest in 
students through a more 
globalized curriculum, 
globalized research 
projects, and global 
scholarships. 
Dean and Vice Provost of 
the Graduate School 
recognizes the need to 
increase competition for 
international students and 
that a global student 
population is necessary for 
producing the best 
educational experience and 
career preparation for our 
domestic and international 
students. 
Brings in 
300 
exchange 
students and 
sends out 
2200 
students to 
study 
abroad 
annually. 
Accepting three-
year bachelor 
degrees from 
Europe. 
 
 
Interestingly, only five of these ten universities accept three-year bachelor’s degrees from 
Europe and none of these universities refer to any specific aspect of the Bologna Declaration in 
their arguments for global competition. It is clear that at least half of these institutions are aware 
of the Bologna Declaration and are adjusting admissions requirements to continue to recruit 
European students. And all ten institutions are working to create a global brand for their 
university, to create partnerships with foreign institutions, and are actively trying to increase 
their competitive edge. Whether or not these institutions realize that they are making these 
changes due to, or partially due to, the Bologna Declaration doesn’t mean that they aren’t being 
impacted by Bologna. Most of these institutions state very little about the Bologna Declaration 
specifically in their international policy and initiative documents, but all of these efforts directly 
help with their ability to compete for international students. While their numbers for international 
enrollments are still increasing annually, they aren’t increasing at the rates of the past and they 
are losing part of their market share of international students to other higher education areas, and 
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specifically to Europe. Therefore, their internationalization efforts are critical to continue to 
compete with Europe. 
To continue as leaders in international education, change will be necessary. These 
institutions are realizing it and actively seeking ways to make these changes; however, they are 
also the top ten. Other United States institutions that do not have the resources or the vast 
experience with international students and internationalizing a campus may struggle. If only the 
top institutions are enrolling international students, the United States as a whole may lose its 
leadership in the international student market. 
Questionnaire Results 
 In an effort to gauge the United States’ awareness of the Bologna Declaration and how it 
has impacted our international student recruitment efforts, I sent a short 12 question 
questionnaire to policy experts from the top twenty enrolling institutions. As the list of the top 
twenty changes every year slightly, I included an additional five institutions who have rotated in 
and out of the top twenty at the bottom of the list. I sent the questionnaires to twenty-five people 
at each of the twenty-five institutions, sending a total of 525 surveys. These policy experts 
include administrators and faculty at all levels in all areas of the campus. Some experts are at the 
coordinator or assistant director level for their campus, while some were as high up as the 
Provost. I wanted to gather as much insight as I could from top officials at each university in 
order to gain insight as to whether the Bologna Declaration was impacting any over-arching 
campus strategies for international recruitment. In addition, I needed to hear from mid-level to 
higher-level management staff that work with international students on a daily basis and would 
know the ins and outs of these strategies.  
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 As stated in my methodology chapter, I was able to employ snowball sampling to use the 
contacts I’ve made over the years at these institutions in my professional position at the Graduate 
College at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign to reach out and learn which 
administrators and faculty would be best suited to include in my study. However, as one of my 
concerns in starting this research was that some institutions may be naively unaware of Bologna, 
I wanted to make sure to include experts from all areas on campus to see if only those who 
directly work with admissions or immigration services were aware of Bologna and international 
student enrollment trends, or if it was widely known across the campus. This meant sending 
these questionnaires to experts who worked in admissions offices across campus, international 
programming and immigration services offices, higher administration offices such as the provost 
or chancellor’s office, as well as sending a questionnaire to at least one expert from the major 
academic colleges or schools, including the Graduate College or Graduate School, for each 
campus. 
 In reviewing my questionnaire results, I received 105 response for a 20% response rate. 
64 of my responses were from experts within an academic program office from 22 of the 
universities involved in my study. The administrative levels of these experts ranged from 
Specialist to Vice Provost. Twenty-two of my responses were from experts within an admissions 
office from 15 of the universities involved in my study. The administrative levels of these 
experts ranged from Assistant Director to Vice President. Nineteen of my responses were from 
experts within an international programming or services office from 11 of the universities 
involved in my study. The administrative levels of these experts ranged from Coordinator to 
Vice Provost. At each institution, there are only a few policy experts within the areas of 
admissions and international programming and services, while each institution has a much larger 
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pool of policy experts within the academic programs offices. Therefore, it was expected to have 
a larger response rate from the experts from within an academic program office. 
 I received an additional 62 responses declining to complete the questionnaire. The 
primary reasons for not wanting to complete the questionnaire included not knowing enough 
about the topic, and not feeling as though they had enough information based on their portfolio at 
their institution to provide good feedback. There were 6 academic program policy experts who 
declined because they felt that they had such few international students in their particular 
academic program that their opinions on the subject would potentially skew my findings. There 
were 12 responders who simply did not want to participate in the study for various reasons, but 
the most common was that they just didn’t have time.  
Bologna Declaration Awareness  
 In looking at the question of how the individual policy expert would rate their personal 
awareness of the Bologna Declaration on a scale of 1 to 5 with 1 meaning very low and 5 
meaning very high, the overall average awareness rated at 2.72, or slightly less than a moderate 
awareness of the Bologna Declaration. Within the responses from academic program experts, 
this average rate fell lower at 2.28 with a most common response of 1 for very low awareness. 
Within the responses from admissions experts, the average rate of awareness increased to 3.54 
with a most common response of 3 for moderate awareness. As 18 of these institutions are 
accepting three-year Bologna-compliant bachelor’s degrees for admission to graduate programs, 
it makes sense that the admissions office experts are at least moderately aware of the Bologna 
Declaration. Within the responses from international programming and services experts, the 
average rate of awareness was a 3.28, only slightly lower than the average rate from admissions 
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experts. The most common response from international programming and services experts, 
however, was a 4 for high awareness.  
 Interestingly, when you look at the question asking the policy experts to rate their 
institution’s awareness of the Bologna Declaration, the average response was a 3.17. The 
distinction between personal awareness and institutional awareness is that with the personal 
awareness questions, they are answering how personally aware or knowledgeable of the Bologna 
Declaration they are, versus with institutional awareness, they are answering how aware they 
believe their institution is as a whole. The largest increase in difference between the personal 
awareness and the institutional awareness responses was in the academic programming policy 
experts’ responses. This average jumped from 2.28 for personal awareness to 2.98 for 
institutional awareness. In contrast, the admissions experts’ responses remained relatively flat 
showing a slight decrease from a 3.54 for personal awareness to a 3.52 for institutional 
awareness, and the international programming and services experts’ responses stayed exactly 
even as 3.27 for both personal and institutional awareness of the Bologna Declaration. These 
differences between expert area and level of awareness can be seen in the chart below: 
Table 4. Policy Expert Questionnaire Results on Bologna Declaration Awareness 
 
Expert Area Personal Awareness Institutional 
Awareness 
Acceptance of 3-Year 
Bachelor Degrees for 
Graduate Admission 
Academic Programs 2.28 2.98 43% 
Admissions 3.54 3.52 36.30% 
International Programs 3.27 3.27 31.50% 
 
As someone who works in an admissions office and also works heavily with international 
programming and services, these comparison results regarding personal awareness of an issue 
versus institutional awareness is not surprising. Oftentimes, policy experts within academic 
program offices expect the centralized admissions and international programming and services 
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offices to be the experts in all things international. This would explain why the academic 
program responders may have had a lower personal awareness, but expected or believed that the 
central admissions and international programming and services offices would have a higher level 
of awareness. On the reverse of that thinking, administrators within central offices often believe 
that our awareness level is the campus awareness level since those in central administration are 
often responsible for making the decisions that impact the rest of campus.  
Bologna Declaration Concerns  
 In evaluating the responses for how policy experts would rate their level of concern that 
international students are choosing Europe over the United States for higher education, again on 
a scale of 1 to 5 with 1 being very low and 5 being very high, the overall response show an 
average rate of 2.56 or right in the middle of low concern to moderate concern. The responses 
from academic program experts produced a slightly lower average rate of 2.46, while the 
responses from admissions experts produced a slightly higher average rate of 2.86. The average 
responses from international programming and services experts was nearly flat at a 2.55. When 
looking at the most common response, the overall, academic program expert, and admissions 
expert rate was a 3, while the international programming and services expert rate was a 2.  
These low rates of concern regarding international students choosing Europe over the 
United States are in alignment with the responses regarding whether these institutions are seeing 
declines in enrollments from European students and international students in general, as well as 
with changes in international partnerships and agreements. A detailed view of rated concerns 
regarding the Bologna Declaration can be seen in the chart below: 
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Table 5. Policy Expert Questionnaire Results on Bologna Declaration Concerns 
 
Expert Area Concern of 
applicants choosing 
EU over US 
Applicants 
declining US 
offer to go to EU 
Decline in EU 
applicants 
Decline in Int'l 
Enrollments 
Decline in Int'l 
Exchanges 
Academic Programs 2.46 
51.5% No 
35.9% Yes 
64% No 
12.5% Yes 
78.1% No 
14% Yes 
70.3% No 
 4.6% Yes 
Admissions 2.86 
31.8% No 
63.6% Yes 
65.2% No 
18.1% Yes 
90.9% No 
9% Yes 
63.6% No 
4.5% Yes 
International Programs 2.55 
63.1% No 
31.5% Yes 
52.6% Yes 
10.5% No 
78.9% No 
10.5% No 
84.2% No 
10.5% No 
 
66 responders stated they were not seeing any decrease in enrollments from European 
students and 85 responders were not seeing any decrease in enrollments from international 
students in general. Similarly, 75 responders indicate they were not seeing any decline in 
international exchange agreements. Only 12 responders reported a moderate decrease for 
European student enrollments and only 13 responders reported a moderate decrease for 
international student enrollments. Again similarly, only 6 responders reported a moderate 
decrease in international exchange agreements. As the pool of policy experts in this study are 
from the largest international student enrolling institutions, and as some have drastically 
increased their institution’s specific international enrollments, these responses make sense. 
However, what these responses do not show is that while the United States’ international 
enrollments are still increasing, we are still losing market share in the overall global international 
student market. 
 In looking at the responses for whether or not they are aware of their international 
applicants accepting admissions offers from Europe instead of the United States, nearly 49.9% of 
the responders indicated there were not aware of this happening. However, 32.3% of responders 
did indicate they were aware of their applicants choosing Europe over the United States, but not 
at a frequent rate. Only 8.5% of responders indicated they were aware of applicants often 
choosing Europe over the United States.  
 
137 
 
Overall Impacts of Global Competition 
 To gather more in-depth feedback from policy experts across the academic program, 
admissions, and international programming and services offices, I wanted to ask a couple of 
open-ended questions. These questions were designed to allow respondents to provide 
information concerning the over-arching impacts of having increased global competition for our 
international students. These questions were further designed to allow candid responses 
regarding the recruitment of international students in addition to just ranking awareness and 
concerns levels for their campus. These two questions asked how they would describe the effects 
of the Bologna Declaration on their institution and for what reasons are they concerned 
international applicants may choose to study in Europe rather than in the United States. In the 
below charts, I have included the condensed themes for which their responses fell: 
 
Table 6. Policy Expert Questionnaire Results on Bologna Declaration Impacts 
 
Impact Concerns Academic Programs Admissions International Programs 
Fear of potential decreased enrollments from Europe 6.3% 4.5% ------ 
Impacted admissions criteria and practices 10.9% 22.7% 21.1% 
Minimal impact 18.8% 4.5% 42.1% 
No impact 18.8% 4.5% 15.8% 
 
Table 7. Policy Expert Questionnaire Results on Reasons Students May Choose the EU over the US 
 
Areas of Concern Academic Programs Admissions International Programs 
Concerned for diversity, leadership status, and loss 
of revenue impacts if lose international students 
10.9% 13.6% 15.8% 
Cost / Funding 15.6% 18.2% 21.1% 
Mobility 9.4% 9.1% 10.5% 
Political Climate and Perception 14.1% 22.7% 26.3% 
Visa Regulations 9.4% 13.6% 5.3% 
No Concerns 29.7% 9.1% 21.1% 
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Similar to the responses discussed in the Bologna Declaration Concerns section above, 
34.3% of responders believed the Bologna Declaration has had minimal to no impacts on their 
institution. 15.2% of responders indicated that the primary impacts have been a change in 
admissions criteria and practices for European students, meaning their admissions offices have 
had to rethink how they evaluate students from Europe for admission, particular to graduate 
programs.  
For most of the 25 institutions, this has meant moving towards acceptance of the three-
year Bologna-compliant bachelor’s degrees for graduate admission. However, for 7 of these 
institutions, this means only being aware of the three-year degrees and making a determination to 
maintain their admissions requirement of a four-year undergraduate degree for graduate 
admission. One respondent specifically stated, “It has sparked conversation around how students 
are assessed for admission to advanced degree programs. It poses a philosophical question as to 
the measure of readiness of a student to undertake graduate-level study. Is that best measured by 
undergraduate degree content, length of time that degree completion took, or performance within 
the degree program? Likely, it is some combination of the three. These questions are regularly 
posed, but rarely examined in terms of university practice or policy.” There were only five 
responders who indicated a fear of potential decreased enrollments from European students. One 
indicated specifically “I feel that the effect has not yet been felt in full, but given the anticipated 
political climate over the coming four years, as well as expressed international student concern, 
international students will begin to look more closely at our European competitors for their 
degrees.” Finally, two responders offered positive impacts of the Bologna Declaration in an 
increased awareness of international higher education reforms and increased partnerships with 
international institutions. 
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 Policy experts were also given a chance to respond open-endedly with any reasons for 
concerns that international applicants in general may choose to study in Europe rather than in the 
United States. While 23% of responders indicated they did not have any concerns, 42.9% of 
responders indicate at least one primary concern. The top two reasons why these policy experts 
believe an applicant may choose to study in Europe over the United States include higher 
education costs and funding opportunities (18% of responders indicated this concern) and the 
United States’ current political climate (17.14% responders indicate this concern). In terms of 
funding opportunity barriers, one participant stated, “The U.S. is increasingly cost-prohibitive for 
international students, regardless of region of origin.  The availability of free or reduced tuition 
at European universities, ERASMUS and other funding opportunities, as well as the high caliber 
of European institutions further incentivize students to remain on the continent for higher 
education.” Responders were very vocal about the United States’ current president’s actions and 
the country’s political climate being a deterrent for prospective international students. Some 
responses included “The emergent U.S. political climate (i.e. anti-Muslim, anti-immigrant) could 
sway students to choose select places in Europe and Canada over the U.S.” and a response in all 
caps of “THE TRUMP ADMINISTRATION IS RACIST AND FOREIGN STUDENTS MAY 
FEAR LIVING IN THE USA.”  
The third highest reason cited by responders was visa regulations, and it is unclear if they 
meant visa regulations changing due to the current political climate in the United States or the 
general issue of visa regulations for international students. For example, some respondents 
referenced the visa regulation changes that came after the terrorist attacks of 9/11 in the United 
States. Whereas, one respondent offered, “I believe the current immigration situation with the 
signing of the Executive Order has the potential to impact applications to US universities. There 
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is a general perception that the US is not as hospitable an (academic) environment as it once 
was.” I would argue this respondent is indicating both visa regulations and political climate as 
reasons a student may elect to study in Europe instead of the United States. If you combine 
political climate and visa regulations, 27.6% of responders indicate these issues as a primary 
concern for why students may choose to go to Europe instead of the United States.  
This question was written with an intention of gaining feedback as to reasons a student 
would accept an admission offer from Europe over the United States, but 12.3% of responders 
also indicated reasons they would be concerned for the United States if we lost international 
students to Europe. These concerns were primarily that we would lose out on the diversity 
opportunities our international students provide for our student body, as well as fear that 
institutions would lose their global leadership status and global competitiveness if we lost 
international students. And of course, some indicated a fear of loss of revenue if losing 
international students. One respondent argued that “Diversity is important to us, and our 
international applicants bring important perspectives into the classroom that otherwise wouldn’t 
be there.” So, while this respondent did not provide input on a reason a student would choose 
Europe instead of the United States, they did provide good feedback on the benefit of enrolling 
international students.  
Finally, 10% of responders indicated that the mobility opportunities within Europe might 
sway an applicant to elect to study in Europe instead of the United States. One respondent 
indicated, “I think the Erasmus exchange scheme may be another potential area that impacts the 
exchange world, again, in that students could choose to do exchange within Europe rather than in 
the US.” 
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Summary of Questionnaire Responses 
 Overall, the respondents reported a low to moderate awareness of the Bologna 
Declaration and have had few concerns regarding the declaration’s specific impacts on the 
United States’ ability to recruit international students. However, the vast majority of respondents 
do still report concerns regarding our leadership status in the international student market citing 
concerns regarding the rising costs of higher education in the United States and the 
corresponding decreasing funding options for our students, the rigid visa regulations, the hostile 
political climate towards internationals and immigrants, and the increasingly volatile societal 
climate in the United States. Overall, the respondents also expressed concerns of the impacts of 
losing international students to Europe or elsewhere. Their concerns included losing out on the 
diversity of having international perspectives on campus and in our classrooms, losing their 
institutional leadership status in terms of global reputation, rankings, and competitiveness, and 
losing the economic benefits of international student enrollments from both the tuition revenue, 
but also the economic contributions to the local communities in which they study. 
Of the pool of policy experts who responded to the questionnaire, the admissions experts 
were the most knowledgeable of the Bologna Declaration, with the international programming 
and services experts falling right behind them. This is to be expected as these administrators 
work on a daily basis with international students and their credentials. The academic program 
policy experts were the least knowledgeable of the Bologna Declaration, but indicated the same 
concerns regarding the United States leadership position in the international student market.  
Interviews 
 The final question in the questionnaire sent to policy experts at the top twenty-five 
international student enrolling institutions was to ask if they would be willing to participate in a 
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short 30-minute phone interview. Of the 105 respondents, 28 indicated they would be willing to 
participate in a follow-up discussion. In the end, 20 respondents from 8 of the institutions 
participated in an in-depth interview with me regarding not only the Bologna Declaration and its 
impacts on the United States, but also about the increase in international student competition and 
the influences on the United States’ ability to recruit international students. Similar to the 
response rate for questionnaires, I received a 19% response rate of policy experts who responded 
to the questionnaire and being willing to participate in the interview. The respondents were fairly 
evenly split among experts with seven being from academic programs, seven from admissions 
offices, and six from international programming and services offices. And, their levels ranged 
from Assistant Director to Vice Provost. This allowed for a good variety of perspectives 
regarding the Bologna Declaration and the influences on the United States’ ability to recruit and 
retain international students.  
Global Competition Strategies 
 In talking with the respondents, 70% reported Canada to be a country we are in direct 
competition with for international students. This was followed by 60% of respondents reporting 
the UK and 50% of the respondents reporting Australia or 1 or more countries in the European 
Union as direct competitors. The below chart shows a summary of the trends seen from 
respondents in response to the global competition for international students: 
Table 8. Policy Expert Interview Results on Global Competition Strategies 
 
# Expert Area Top Competitors Global Competition Strategies Bologna Declaration Responses 
1 International Programs Australia, Canada, 
Germany 
 Amended admissions policies 
2 Academic Programs Australia, Germany, 
UK 
Building int’l partnerships No specific response 
3 Academic Programs Australia and Canada Global recruitment travel, int'l 
recruitment/academic office 
No specific response 
4 Admissions Australia, Canada, 
EU, UK 
Global recruitment travel, int'l 
recruitment/academic office 
No specific response 
5 Admissions Canada, France, 
Mexico 
Building int’l partnerships No specific response 
6 Admissions Australia, Canada, 
UK 
Global recruitment travel, 
communicating to applicants 
No specific response 
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Table 8 (cont.) 
 
7 Academic Programs EU and India Restructuring curriculum  No specific response 
8 International Programs Australia, Canada, 
UK 
Diversifying int’l population No specific response 
9 Admissions Australia, Canada, 
New Zealand, UK 
Global recruitment travel No specific response 
10 Academic Programs EU Building int’l partnerships No specific response 
11 International Programs Canada Diversifying int’l population, int'l 
recruitment/academic office 
No specific response 
12 Academic Programs Canada, France, 
Germany, UK 
Communicating to applicants Amended admissions policies 
13 Academic Programs Australia, EU, UK Communicating to applicants No specific response 
14 International Programs Australia and Canada  
 
15 International Programs EU and UK 
  
16 International Programs Canada, France, UK Int'l recruitment/academic office   No specific response 
17 Admissions Canada, France, 
Germany, UK 
Global recruitment travel, building 
int’l relationships 
Developing partnerships with EU 
institutions and building 
awareness and discussions 
surrounding Bologna across 
campus 
18 Academic Programs Canada Building int’l partnerships, 
diversifying int’l recruitment 
 
19 Admissions EU and UK 
  
20 Admissions Australia, Canada, 
UK 
Global recruitment travel Amended admissions policies 
 
 
In discussing strategies used to respond to the increase in global competition for 
international students at these policy experts’ institutions, 30% of them indicated that they are 
travelling globally to compete for the top international students, while 25% of them indicated 
that they have gone a step further and set up international recruitment and/or academic offices in 
other countries, are working to build relationships and partnerships with foreign institutions, 
and/or are strategizing ways to diversify their international student recruitment. For example, one 
respondent stated, “We have opened a recruiting office in Beijing. China is now our number one 
provider of grad students, although we have a strategy of managed growth with China. There are 
some other American universities that have increasingly relied on large numbers of Chinese 
students. We have a more of a managed growth of international students. So yeah, we have a 
recruitment office in Beijing and recruiting staff at the university level who travel all over the 
world.”  
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Thirty percent of respondents indicated that a more active communication with 
prospective students, particularly regarding their concerns about the political climate in the 
United States, has been a strategy used to maintain their international student enrollments. And, 
one respondent indicated they were revising their curriculum to be more competitive and 
attractive to international students. These curriculum changes included offering more 
experiential learning opportunities as well as more career and professional development to assist 
in students finding employment after graduation. One respondent stated, “We focus on 
experiential learning, and the students love that. That tends to help them so much in their career 
training.” 
 In terms of specific responses to the Bologna Declaration, the policy experts had little to 
say. Similar to what I saw in the questionnaire responses, most have indicated their institutions 
have not implemented any specific strategies to respond to the Bologna Declaration. As most 
responders rated their personal and institutional awareness of the Bologna Declaration on the 
lower side, it makes sense that they would not believe their initiatives were in response to 
Bologna. The only impacts they are really seeing from the Bologna Declaration are changes in 
how they process admissions. When asked if they thought the United States or the European 
Union was doing a better job at international student recruitment, the responses were mixed. 
Fifty percent of respondents did not feel as though they had enough data to answer the question. 
Six respondents felt like the European Union is doing better due to successes with the Erasmus 
program and the Bologna Declaration making mobility and transparency a priority for their 
higher education structures. While only three indicated the United States was doing better, they 
were all hesitant to see if the current political climate will change their perspective on this 
question in the next few years. 
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Recruitment Influences 
The interviews included questions about the factors that negatively and positively impact 
the United States in recruiting international students. The responses received were directly 
aligned with the primary responses given in the open-ended questions of the questionnaire asking 
for reasons of concern we could lose international students to Europe. A summary of the trends 
in responses concerning negative and positive influences on our ability to continue to recruit 
students is below: 
Table 9. Policy Expert Interview Results on Recruitment Influences 
 
# Expert Area Negative Influences Positive Influences 
1 International Programs Political climate, perception, visa regulations, 
no coordinated national recruitment strategy 
Value of American degree 
2 Academic Programs Political climate, visa regulations Reputation/rankings, value of American 
degree 
3 Academic Programs Political climate, perception, visa regulations, 
funding, violence trends 
Value of American degree, American 
curriculum model 
4 Admissions Political climate, perception, visa regulations Value of American degree, more options in 
US 
5 Admissions Political climate, perception, visa regulations, 
funding 
Reputation/rankings, more options in US 
6 Admissions Political climate, perception, visa regulations, 
funding, violence trends 
Reputation/rankings, American curriculum 
model, more options in US 
7 Academic Programs Political climate, perception, visa regulations, 
violence trends 
Reputation/rankings, value of American 
degree, American curriculum model 
8 International Programs Political climate, perception, funding Reputation/rankings, value of American 
degree 
9 Admissions Political climate, perception, visa regulations Reputations/rankings, more options in US 
10 Academic Programs Political climate, perception, funding Reputation/rankings, value of American 
degree, American curriculum model 
11 International Programs Political climate, perception, visa regulations, 
no coordinated national recruitment strategy 
Reputation/rankings 
12 Academic Programs Political climate, visa regulations, funding Value of American degree, established 
international community 
13 Academic Programs Political climate, perception Reputation/rankings, established international 
community 
14 International Programs Political climate, perception Less taxes in US 
15 International Programs Political climate, perception, funding Reputation/rankings, value of American 
degree 
16 International Programs Visa regulations Reputation/rankings, value of American 
degree 
17 Admissions Political climate, perception, visa regulations, 
funding 
Reputation/rankings, established international 
community 
18 Academic Programs Political climate, funding Value of American degree, American 
curriculum model 
19 Admissions Political climate, perception, funding Reputation/rankings, value of American 
degree 
20 Admissions Slow to evolve and make pedagogical 
changes 
Value of American degree, American 
curriculum model, more options in US 
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Ninety percent of those interviewed indicated the political climate was the number one 
factor negatively impacting our ability to recruit international students. Seventy-five percent 
cited international students’ perception of the United States as a barrier to recruitment. In terms 
of the political climate and the perception issue, respondents included concerns of international 
students not feeling welcome, safe, and secure in the United States primarily due to the negative 
rhetoric, specifically anti-Muslim and anti-immigrant, of the Trump administration. When asked 
the question of what are the factors that negatively impact their ability to recruit international 
students, one respondent said, “Trump as a one-word answer…that has just changed everything.” 
And another responded, “We are hearing more from our international students being scared to 
come here, more than I’ve ever seen…scared of the press coverage, the Trump administration, 
scared they won’t be welcomed and won’t be able to leave.” 
 Institutions are in fear of losing their current and prospective international students 
because international students are often only seeing what is on the news about what is happening 
in the United States. As most of this news has been unfavorable, they are feeling like the United 
States may not be a hospitable place for international students any longer. One respondent stated, 
“one of the concerns that I heard over and over was ‘is this a hospitable place…can I study there 
safely?’” as she related a discussion she recently had with a group of prospective students. Some 
policy experts are hearing from students that they are afraid of coming here, being trapped, and 
not being able to visit their homes for the duration of their program in the United States.  
In addition to the fears regarding the perception of not being safe due to the political 
climate, three respondents indicated that international students are afraid of the increase in gun 
violence and hate crimes in the United States. This includes the mass shootings like that of the 
nightclub in Orlando, as well as the individual shootings of unarmed African Americans by 
147 
 
police officers. One respondent stated, “Last summer there was an African American shot during 
a very routine police stop and recorded live on Facebook. These sorts of things have an impact. 
So they think no matter where you go in the U.S., they are at risk.”  
Forty-five percent of respondents indicated concerns regarding immigration and visa 
regulations. Similar to the questionnaire responses, these concerns are a combination of general 
concerns regarding the visa regulations that surround our international students from before and 
after the actions of the new presidential administration. In addition to regulations concerning 
student visas, another 30% of respondents indicated concerns about the H-1B work visa 
restrictions in the United States. They discussed the very limited availability of the H-1B visa 
and how that makes it very difficult for our international students to try to stay in the United 
States and find employment after graduation. They are also concerned that the current 
administration may try to tighten H-1B visa regulations or regulations concerning Optional 
Practical Training, a work program that allows international students to work for a period of time 
after graduation with their student visa. In discussing how the H-1 visa opportunities are rare for 
their students, one respondent stated they are asking “how are we preparing them for life after 
school in a way of transferability of skills and competencies and the recognition of that in the 
global labor market?” 
As higher education in the United States is seeing a rising price tag at the same time we 
are also experiencing less funding opportunities for our international and domestic students due 
to fewer appropriations from state operations, it is no surprise that 45% of respondents indicated 
costs and funding as a negative influence on our ability to recruit international students. Our 
escalating costs are of particular concern when looking at international students possibly 
choosing to go to Europe over the United States as many of the higher education institutions in 
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Europe offer free tuition or if they do assess tuition, it is significantly cheaper than the United 
States. One respondent indicated, “The cost of going to the university in some of these other 
places is significantly lower. The cost in Europe is nearly a free education. They are very 
selective, but the fact that all is paid for, it is troublesome for us from a recruiting standpoint 
since our tuition has been skyrocketing way past the point of inflation. That is a hard thing to 
combat.”  
Interestingly, two respondents argued that since our country does not have a national 
coordinated strategy for recruiting international students, it makes it hard for us to compete 
against countries that do. When asked whether the United States’ government should take a more 
active role in encouraging the recruitment of international students, 70% of respondents were 
favorable to this idea in some context. Most were favorable in a way of the federal government 
helping higher education institutions in the United States collaborate and work together on 
international recruitment strategies, which goes hand in hand with the idea that not having a 
coordinated strategy is hurting our ability to recruit. One respondent offered, “I see in 
consortiums and conferences, we’ve seen the benefits of working together… It would be good to 
get guidance and support from federal government to say that there is a need and a benefit to our 
culture, to our domestic students, to our diversity to bring in international students.”  
However, even those that were favorable were also very hesitant and were very clear that 
while having national support for international student recruitment, whether that support be in 
facilitating funding, incentives, or advocacy, it should only be support. The respondents were 
very clear that they would not want the government involved in any decision-making aspects of 
higher education nor to provide any regulations to dictate recruitment strategies. One respondent 
stated, “I think it would be difficult in this political climate. They can make it a priority, but they 
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can’t dictate. They can recommend and encourage, but they can’t dictate. Education is a state 
level…Our state should have more power than the federal government.” 
For the 25% who indicated they would not be favorable towards government 
involvement, this was primarily due to not being able to fathom how it would be possible. With 
such a large number of universities with long histories of autonomy, and vastly different 
hierarchy structures, it would be too complicated. Those who were favorable of having some 
federal government support also shared these same concerns. 
When asked about what factors positively influence the United States’ ability to recruit 
international students, 65% of respondents indicated that our reputation and global rankings, 
along with the perceived value of an American degree strongly supported our leadership status in 
the international student market. One respondent stated, “We have a fantastic reputation and a 
very desirable degree. The ability to still have a lot of people who successfully find jobs in the 
US…that is a big selling point. Just the caliber of institutions and the fact that we have more that 
are top caliber than Europe does. Sure they have some like Oxford and London School of 
Economics, but there are so many to choose from that are top tier in the US.” Many respondents 
indicated that global rankings are extremely important to our international students and are often 
all they have to go by. These rankings and the reputation these universities have for being global 
preeminent universities are often what attracts international students to our campuses. One 
respondent stated, “Your average international student is a Chinese undergraduate. And a 
Chinese undergraduate is going to look at rankings tables, or at least their parents are, and if you 
are thinking…where is favorable for international education and highly ranked in STEM, we are 
going to come up at the top every time.” In addition, as the institutions in this study have more 
international students than any other institutions in the United States; they have developed a 
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reputation across the globe as being favorable to international students. Therefore, it is not 
surprising that some respondents indicated the fact that we have established international 
communities as a welcoming influence on international student recruitment.  
In discussing the value of an American degree, many respondents argued that the 
American degree provides students with an excellent return on investment making them more 
attractive to employers, providing them with cutting edge research experiences, and connecting 
them to industry and fortune 500 partners. One respondent argued that we are still doing well 
because of “the quality of the US degree…recognition especially among our top institutions and 
the value of those degrees in the world-wide job market.” Similarly, 30% narrowed down this 
value of the American degree positive influence to the benefits of the American curriculum 
model. Many indicated that the American curriculum values and offers free speech and 
encourages the free-flowing exchange of ideas, where other parts of the world may not. One 
respondent argued, “Think about the history of institutional advancement in our country. The 
freedom of speech and freedom to organize and freedom to explore, grow, and learn. And that’s 
not the case in many countries in the world.” In addition, they cited the fact that we also offer 
experiential learning in our curriculum and interdisciplinary research opportunities as a benefit 
that international students crave. 50% of respondents also indicated that students simply have so 
many more options in the United States in terms of picking an institution at which to study.  
Summary of Interview Responses 
Some interesting responses came out of a final open-ended question regarding any other 
thoughts respondents wanted to share regarding the increase of global competition for 
international students. This led to a few respondents discussing the Brexit implications for 
Europe and the rising nationalist views becoming a trend in some European Union countries. In 
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regard to Brexit, one respondent stated, “I think it will make it far harder for European nationals 
to find employment outside of their country and that will diminish their effectiveness of getting 
their degree from another EU nation. Worried about the temperament in Europe…already seeing 
border restrictions. Almost a return to pre-EU and pre-Schengen and pre-Bologna type of 
transnational cooperation.” Yet a few respondents also brought up discussions of revising the 
American curriculum to remove general education requirements and provide a more focused 
three-year undergraduate degree to compete with Europe, as well as to reduce costs (as funding 
seems to be a prevailing issue). One respondent discussed the option of reforming our curriculum 
to match that of European Union institutions stating “then when you get to college, you choose a 
major and you focus. Shouldn’t have to take another general educational course if it doesn’t 
support your degree.” 
In these discussions, it was apparent that respondents were much more concerned about 
the isolationist views of the Trump administration stating that “the constant putting American 
citizens first, while good in theory, it alienates international students, workers, visitors, which 
you have to be shockingly naïve to not recognize the impact on the economy and the value of 
international people in the United States.” Similarly, another supporting statement from one 
respondent included “Globalization has hit many sectors and we are not immune. We can’t be as 
insular or inward focused.” In discussing concerns about the Trump administration and closing 
our borders to certain populations, respondents brought up again the need to diversify our 
international student populations and not be so reliant on China, especially as Chinese 
institutions are developing their curriculum and research structures and attempting to be less 
reliant on the United States for graduate higher education. One respondent argued, “I think 
higher education has to be a lot more specific in saying that we are interested in a global 
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exchange of ideas and therefore our idea of diversity is global.” He was arguing that when higher 
education institutions discuss diversity, they are often only referring to the diversity of ethnic and 
racial groups of domestic students on campus. But, to truly be a global university, and have a 
global higher education, you must include international students and even international faculty 
into your mindset and goals of diversity for your campus.  
The overarching discussion point was that the future is unknown, and we cannot be sure 
what the full impacts of the Trump administration will be as it keeps changing every day. 
Ultimately, institutions are very concerned that the political climate, spurred by the actions of the 
new president and his administration, is causing our current and prospective international 
students to feel unwanted, unwelcome, and unsafe. In the past, institutions have relied on their 
global reputations as being supportive of and valuing the perspectives that international students 
bring to our classrooms. However, this is starting to become overshadowed by our government’s 
anti-immigrant rhetoric. To combat these negative influences, our institutions are beginning to 
strategize on how to remain relevant and attractive, how to increase their global footprint, and 
how to maintain and build partnerships with international higher education institutions, 
organizations, and even businesses.    
Research Findings Summary 
 In reviewing the information available through public documents of the top ten 
international student enrolling institutions in conjunction with the 105 questionnaire responses 
from 22 of the top 25 institutions and 20 in-depth interviews from policy experts of 8 of these 
institutions, there were some overarching themes of concerns regarding our country’s ability to 
maintain a leadership status in the globalized international student market. While our institutions 
are making efforts to increase our global footprint through international recruitment travel, 
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recruitment and academic offices in foreign countries, development of international partnerships 
and exchange agreements, we are concerned that it might not be enough in the coming years to 
maintain our leadership status. The primary concerns noted are regarding our political climate, 
our immigration and visa policies, and the cost structure and funding opportunities for our 
international students. We have traditionally been able to rely on our reputations and high global 
rankings to recruit international students, along with our longstanding established international 
relationships and communities. However, the more international students feel unwelcome and 
unsafe, the less likely they are to want to come here. And given there are cheaper, friendlier, and 
easier options for international students within the European Union, Canada, Australia, and the 
United Kingdom, our institutions are concerned they may see declines in our international 
enrollments in the future. 
While all of these institutions have implemented strategies to increase their global 
footprint and increase their competitiveness in the international student market, it is clear that 
these strategies were not done in specific response to the Bologna Declaration. Rather, these 
institutions have implemented strategies in response to the overall increase in options for 
international students and to combat the negative internal influences in the United States that 
make it difficult for United States’ universities to recruit international students.  
 In the following, final, chapter, I will discuss the implications of my research findings for 
higher education institutions in the United States. Through these implications, I have developed 
recommendations that I believe our institutions should consider in order to remain preeminent 
global leaders in higher education.  
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Chapter 7 
Higher Education Policy Implications 
Policy Analysis Summary 
While the United States is still growing its number of international student enrollments, 
they are losing some of their market share. Between 2000 and 2013, the U.S. went from having 
28% of the market share of international students to 19%. (OECD, 2015 and OECD, 2002) 
However, at the graduate level, the United States still maintains 26% of the international student 
market. (OECD, 2016) It is important to point out that while the United States is still growing its 
international enrollments, only 4% of its overall enrollments are from international students. 
(OECD, 2016) 
The top five enrolling nations for international students include the United States, 
followed by United Kingdom with 10% of the international student population, Australia and 
France with 6%, and Germany with 5%. (OECD, 2015) In comparing the United States to the 
European Union as a whole, you can see that while the United States is one country and the 
European Union is made up of several, if you look at the European Union’s market share of 
international students and the United States’ market share, you will see that the European Union 
actually has a larger percentage: 35% in 2013 compared with only 19% in the United States. 
(OECD, 2015) As the European Union is taking a cross-national stance at attracting international 
students, as a whole they appear to have been much more successful at attracting international 
students. However, you must keep in mind that the 35% includes students from one European 
nation studying in another European nation. 
In addition to the competition from Europe, other countries around the globe are 
increasing their market share of international students. Russia, Japan, and Canada each now have 
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3% of the international student market, with China and Saudi Arabia each holding 2% of the 
market share. (OECD, 2015) While these nations are not as much of a threat to the United States, 
these other nations as a whole represent more choices for internationals students. Since 2000, 
there has been an over 90% increase from 2.1 million to over 4 million international students 
enrolled across the globe. (OECD, 2015) With such increases in students choosing to study in a 
foreign country, U.S. institutions must decide what action should be taken to not further lose our 
standing in the international student market. 
The United States has always had a few factors that put them in the lead – the rankings 
and reputation of their research universities, the graduate level assistantships and tuition waivers, 
the perceived value of an American education, the attractiveness of the open-discussion, creative 
thinking, and interdisciplinary curriculum, and their language, English. Thinking critically about 
whether or not we need to make changes in our recruitment and our internationalization efforts, 
we need to recognize that we still have quite a bit in our favor. As one respondent in my study 
indicated, “I think it all comes down to, despite the best efforts of the rest of the world, the power 
of the brand. The strength of the education. So far, it seems that nothing competes quite as 
strongly as an American graduate degree. Obviously if you can get into Oxford, Cambridge, or 
Heidelberg, maybe some of those, but by and large, if you look at international universities, 
many of the leading scholars and leading administrators have one or more North American 
degrees.” Ultimately, international students still want to come to the United States due to our 
reputation and the fact that we offer a better product than do our international peers.  
However, with the ever-tightening visa and immigration regulations for both students and 
workers, negative perceptions regarding our political and social climate, and ever-rising tuition 
costs (and corresponding less offered assistantships and tuition waivers), international students 
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are feeling less welcome and less able to come to the United States to study. These unwelcome 
feelings were at their highest just after the SEVIS implementation following the September 11th 
terrorist attacks, and while United States institutions have worked hard to combat these feelings 
and reinstall international students’ faith in how much we value them in our classrooms, we are 
in a tumultuous time again where political actions and immigration changes are potentially going 
to impact our international student enrollments. In discussing factors that negatively impact the 
United States’ ability to recruit international students, one respondent argued that not only cost, 
but also “the perception issue…not as bad as immediately after 9/11, but the potential is there to 
be as bad. The new administration is giving the perception that we aren’t as welcoming. We 
know institutions can be a liberal beacon in a chaotic society, but our overseas observers don’t 
necessarily see that.”  
With these negative perceptions, international students are looking to other countries 
where tuition is significantly cheaper, where it’s easier to obtain a visa, and where it’s easier to 
work and stay in the host country after they finish school (unlike in the United States where it’s 
getting harder and harder to do so).  And, given that English is becoming the language of 
international education, these other countries are truly an option that international students may 
begin sincerely looking at.  
If other countries continue to increase recruitment strategies, and if the negative internal 
influences on international enrollments in the United States continue, the United States may face 
a loss of international student enrollments. This may in turn mean smaller graduate programs, 
and a change in priorities for higher education institutions. The United States will need to learn 
new ways of marketing its strengths, such as its research reputation.  
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Douglass and Edelstein (2009) argue that the United States needs to take a national stance 
on welcoming international students and the importance of attracting international students – as 
other countries have done. The United States needs to actively recruit international students, ease 
up on visa regulations and complexity, increase financial incentives for international students to 
study here, partner with other nations across the globe, and encourage study abroad for domestic 
students in order to maintain their lead in the international student market. (Douglass and 
Edelstein, 2009) Similarly, Lowell, Bump, and Martin (2007) argue that the United States needs 
to make visa policies more visible and straightforward, and allow greater opportunities for 
international students to study and work.  
In taking a critical theory lens to look at all internal and external factors influencing the 
United States’ lead position in the international student higher education market, I definitely 
think higher education institutions and the Department of State of the United States have a lot to 
consider. However, from a critical pragmatist point of view, we have to be practical in how we 
plan to make changes and strategize to maintain and increase our international student 
enrollments. We also have to think about why we make changes and how it will impact our 
stakeholders. While we have maintained a steady growth in international enrollments, our piece 
of the pie is dwindling compared to other countries across the globe. Part of this is due to these 
other countries pro-actively restructuring their education systems to recruit international students 
and allow for opportunities that are more attractive for international students. They are making 
international education their major agenda for their higher education institutions’ and national 
education missions. On the United States front, we do still advocate for the importance of 
international education, but our current presidential administration, our homeland security 
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policies, and the economic status of our higher education institutions is negatively impacting our 
international education recruiting and advocacy efforts.  
If the market shifts of international enrollments continue, the United States will need to 
decide just how important international education is to the success of our nation. With our 
current economic situation, attacking the factors outlined in this dissertation that may negatively 
impact our position in the international student market may not be possible or ideal. However, 
given the benefits of enrolling international students in our higher education institutions, I 
believe that policy makers in higher education institutions and the Department of State will need 
to work together to advocate for international education and international cooperation as the 
higher education arena becomes more and more globalized. The question is when and to what 
extent. 
Recommendations 
The data uncovered in this analysis supports an argument to be cautious in restructuring 
our higher education degree systems. While there have been market shifts, we are still gaining in 
enrollments each year. In addition, we are still substantially in the lead for international 
enrollments over other nations. We need to pay attention to the factors that could influence our 
position in this market, but we need to realize that we are not in trouble just yet. We may need to 
make some changes, but with the numbers of enrollments we are still attracting, I would not 
argue that we need a major reform of our curriculum at this time, although some reforms should 
be considered.  
Overall, we may need to put global competition at the forefront of our national higher 
education agenda. In order to remain competitive, we need to work together at a national level to 
make changes that will allow our universities to continue to compete with those around the 
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world. These changes would include considering curriculum reforms to offer accelerated 
programs, implementing strategic recruiting plans to diversify our international student 
recruitment, and collaborating with our peer institutions on a national level to combat the 
negative global perceptions of the United States and our political climate, to advocate for 
streamlined student visa processes and post-graduation employment opportunities for 
international students, and to increase national funding opportunities for international students. 
Our nation’s political climate has increased the urgency for higher education institutions to lobby 
for these changes, and I believe these changes will have true policy implications for our higher 
education institutions and our national government that will make us more attractive to 
international students, as well as to our own citizens. 
Curriculum Reform  
To remain competitive, to increase the employability of our students, and to reduce costs, 
we need to consider offering accelerated programs for our undergraduate students. This means 
looking at our curriculum and our requirements for graduating with a bachelor’s degree. The top 
twenty institutions reviewed in this study have implemented a number of strategies and 
initiatives to globalize their curriculums and offer internationalization opportunities for their 
students from study abroad, co-op internship programs, and recruiting international students to 
add a more diverse perspective to their classrooms. However, we must do more to remain 
competitive. Our undergraduate students are increasingly taking college credit while in 
secondary school in order to complete their bachelor degree programs faster. I would argue, and 
policy experts who participated in this study would agree, that we need to look at our curriculum 
and consider moving the general education requirements to the secondary level. This would 
allow our undergraduates to pursue a degree program more focused on their academic major and 
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allow for more thorough preparation for employment post-graduation. The end result would also 
include a shorter time to degree, which would result in reduced costs of higher education.  
Reduced costs of higher education may alarm some higher education institutions because 
it may be seen as a loss in tuition revenue. However, I believe that with such changes, you would 
increase enrollments of both domestic and international students, and overall it would be a 
reduced cost for the students, but an increase in revenue for the institutions. As one interview 
respondent commented, “We need to consider having a system to allow them to focus on their 
strengths and abilities instead of looking at more of a well-rounded education. We focus so much 
on well-rounded with general education requirements that we don’t give enough focus on major 
coursework…this may encourage our own domestics to go to a place like the EU where they can 
just focus on their major to be an expert in their field and prepare for their career.” While I do 
not think we need to reform all of our higher education programs to this accelerated path to 
graduation, I do think that it could benefit students in certain academic majors, particularly in the 
STEM fields. We should continue to require general education requirements that would truly 
benefit all students, such as professional writing classes and globalization classes, but many of 
the general education classes could be eliminated if they will not truly prepare someone for their 
career.  
As more and more institutions, nations, and higher education areas are adopting the 
Bologna Model and other reforms to make it easier and more welcoming for international 
students, the United States could and should look to the European Union to learn a few things. 
One respondent argued, “The European system can get them through quicker because they aren’t 
focusing on all that extra general education requirements and just straight focusing on getting a 
student prepared for their career. By the time kids have reached college, they have decided what 
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they want to pursue. Most kids know what they are stronger in and they know they need to 
choose a profession in those areas.” We can look at the review Europe has conducted on its 
higher education structures, look at the changes they have made, look at their qualification 
frameworks that they have implemented, and look at their successes and challenges. Looking 
never hurts after all and maybe, just maybe, we can learn something. After all, our original 
higher education structures were once modeled after Europe and that seemed to turn out well. 
Maybe it is time to do it again.  
International Student Diversification  
One of the most interesting trends from the interviews conducted in this study was the 
growing discussion of diversifying international student populations. There are far more Chinese 
international students (328,547 in 2015) in the United States than from any other country. (IIE 
Open Doors, 2016) They are followed by 165,918 students from India, 61,287 students from 
Saudi Arabia, 61,007 students from South Korea, and 26,973 students from Canada. (IIE Open 
Doors, 2016) With the current political climate, institutions are looking at the need to diversify 
its international student recruitments to not just recruit the students we have the most of and have 
the most visible reputation with, but rather with other countries in Latin America, Africa, and 
other areas around the world. One respondent offered, “In an ideal world, we wouldn’t be in this 
political climate…we aren’t low on international students, but I do think we should look at 
diversifying the country of origin for our international students. For this very reason of having a 
nightmarish political climate that could prevent any one nation from coming here.” 
China and India have historically dominated the international student market in the 
United States, but Middle Eastern students have been on the rise. As mentioned above, Saudi 
Arabian students are ranked third, and Iran students are ranked 11th with 12,269 students in the 
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United States (IIE Open Doors, 2016). The current president’s administration has consistently 
produced anti-Muslim rhetoric and with the immigration or travel ban stopping citizens from 
seven primarily Muslim countries from coming to the United States (even though it is 
temporarily held up in the courts system), we are seeing our perception of being an international 
student friendly country move to being a hostile country for international students. This causes 
concerns for the rising population of Middle Eastern international students in the United States. 
Looking specifically at the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, Iranian students 
are ranked sixth for international student enrollments with 133 students on our campus in the Fall 
2016 semester. (Illinois DMI, 2016) There are rumors that the travel ban, if reinstated, could be 
extended to other Muslim-majority countries, including Indonesia, Turkey, Pakistan, 
Bangladesh, Saudi Arabia, and others. In looking at these enrollments at Illinois, you’ll find that 
Indonesia ranks 5th with 145 students, Turkey ranks 7th with 124 students, Pakistan ranks 13th 
with 73 students, Bangladesh ranks 24th with 39 students, and Saudi Arabia ranks 27th with 35 
students. If you pull all of these students together, they make up 549 of our international 
population. (Illinois DMI, 2016) While this is not a larger percentage in relation to the 10,700 
international students on campus, if you take out the top three (China, India, and South Korea), it 
makes up 21% of the remaining international student population.  
In addition to the political implications for Muslim international students, there are also 
political implications regarding the executive order of the Trump administration to build a wall 
along the south border between the United States and Mexico. Looking at Mexican students at 
Illinois, they rank 22nd with 45 students. (Illinois DMI, 2016) Again, any one of these countries 
does not represent a large population in and of itself; however, when you pool all the countries 
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together that are impacted by the executive orders, it becomes a larger potential impact if we 
were to lose our enrollments from these countries.  
In looking at our largest sending country, China, we need to also be concerned. While 
there has been some negative rhetoric from the president in regard to relations with China, our 
concerns regarding China are more in regard to China’s economic climate and their increased 
investments in higher education infrastructures. As one interview respondent indicated, “Chinese 
institutions are getting stronger and stronger, and the government is investing very heavily in 
their institutions and research infrastructure, raising the level of teaching, and investing in 
internationalization…If Chinese students and their parents begin to feel they will get just as good 
of an education in China, we could see a loss.” And, this loss would be significant. Other 
respondents also reported that while studying in the United States, Chinese students lose out on 
gaining internship and other work experiences in Chinese companies, and therefore may have a 
disadvantage when returning home to work post-graduation.  
In looking at the institutions included in this study, many of them have permanent offices 
set up in other countries (particularly China) to not only serve as a place for students to go with 
questions, but also for institutions to utilize to recruitment, to offer English and academic 
preparation training, and to provide a general global presence for the institution. For those trying 
to build relationships and partnerships with foreign institutions, this not only allows for an easier 
flow and exchange of students and faculty, it can often result in additional recruitment of degree-
seeking international students. In an effort to diversify international recruitment, higher 
education institutions need to pursue avenues to set up these international academic centers in 
other parts of the world, such as in Latin and South American, and African countries. This would 
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be a great way to get our foot in the door, gain some exposure, and begin to develop relationships 
and recruitment of students in some of these other countries.  
In the current political climate where our president and his administration are focused on 
only putting American citizens first and reducing options for immigration pathways, we do not 
want to heavily rely on any one country for international student recruitment. It is critical that we 
consider diversifying our international student body in order to maintain having classrooms with 
global perspectives and continue to create globally effective technological innovations through 
our interdisciplinary research methods, and produce future global leaders.  
Institutional Collaboration 
 Higher education institutions are often in competition with each other in the United States 
to attract and recruit the top talent for their enrollments, both domestically and internationally. 
And while we will always continue to compete with each other, now is a time that we must also 
work together to maintain our country’s leadership status in the globalized international student 
market. As one respondent offered, “There is a way to work together instead of competing 
against each other to get the best talent to come here to the US…it’s a proud tradition to bring in 
the best and the brightest to come study at American universities.”  
Higher education institutions in the United States have historically collaborated on 
various reforms and other national educational goals through organizations such as the 
Association of American Universities at the national level, the Council of Graduate Schools at 
the national graduate level, or regional organizations such as the Big Ten Academic Alliance. As 
a higher education administrator, I can also attest to individual administrators working with peer 
institutions for benchmarking and policy reform initiatives through various administrative 
associations such as the National Association of Foreign Student Advisors. However, in the last 
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few months, our universities have been talking more and coming together more to produce a 
united front of advocacy for our international students, faculty, staff, and visitors. And this 
collaboration needs to continue. 
 I would argue that if our higher education institutions collaborate, we can work together 
to combat the negative global perceptions of the United States due to our current political climate 
and ever-tightening visa and immigration policies. We can work together to advocate for 
streamlined student visa processes and post-graduation employment opportunities for our 
international students. Finally, we can work together to increase the national funding 
opportunities for our international students.  
International students, and their parents, are often exposed to the United States through 
global news networks, and in our current political climate, this has resulted in international 
citizens perceiving the United States as unwelcoming and even hostile towards international 
students. One interview respondent stated that international students “only get a perception from 
what they see in the news…seeing our activities outside of education clouding with what the 
experience really is. I think there is a perception that we are growing more xenophobic and that 
we don’t want international students here…international students are afraid of not being 
welcome and not being safe. We have to get out there to kind of combat that perception.” I 
received similar feedback from nearly everyone who participated in this study through the 
questionnaires and the interviews. This perception includes not just the negative rhetoric coming 
from our president’s administration, but also the increase in gun violence in the United States. 
All of these negative perceptions can only hurt our ability to recruit international students, and in 
order to fight this perception, we have to work together to get our message, our beliefs, and our 
values as global higher education institutions out to prospective international students.  
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As I discussed earlier, many of our institutions have locations in other countries where 
we can work with our staff in those locations to convey this information to prospective students. 
This can be done not only through staff, but also through alumni.  
In addition to fighting the negative global perceptions together, I believe we can work 
together as institutions to advocate for streamlined student visa processes and post-graduation 
employment opportunities for our international students. As institutions, we can work as hard as 
we can to sell international students on our reputation and rankings, our curriculum and research 
opportunities, and our world-renowned faculty and resources; but if the visa processes for 
international students continue to tighten, students may look elsewhere. When recruiting 
students, we need to advocate nationally to streamline the process for applying for a student visa. 
While Department of Homeland Security vetting of incoming students is very important and 
should not be diminished in any way, I do believe that our nation could do a better job at 
humanizing the process more. International students are often made to feel like a criminal when 
going through their application interview and background checks, often required to travel 
multiple times and spend a great deal of money on travel and visa application fees, and upon 
finally entering the United States, they are subject to regulations that can sometimes hurt their 
academic achievements and opportunities. I understand the need to vet the students properly, but 
I believe that once a student has been vetted and comes to the United States, institutions should 
have more autonomy in regard to a student maintaining academic and visa status regulations.  
In addition to revisions to the visa application process for students, I think higher 
education institutions need to advocate for an increase in employment opportunities post-
graduation. Optional practical training, a program to allow students to work post-graduation on 
their student visa, has increased in terms of length for students in STEM fields, but only for 
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STEM fields and this is fairly “elitist” as one respondent indicated. We should advocate that the 
STEM opportunities for optional practical training should be extended to all disciplines. We also 
need to advocate for an increase in H-1B work visas offered in the United States each year. 
There is currently a cap on the number of H-1B visas offered each year, and there are no 
categories within these visas. This means that this includes students applying for an H-1B visa 
and any other international citizen applying to come and work in the United States. I would 
advocate that institutions should argue that students in post-graduation situations should have a 
category in terms of the numbers of H-1B visas granted each year. Meaning there would be a 
total cap, but a specific share of those visas would be specifically for international students in 
post-graduation situations.  
  Finally, I believe higher education institutions can work together to increase national 
funding opportunities for international students. This advocacy will be most advantageous if we 
can collaborate with national organizations such as the Institute of International Education, 
Education USA, and the governmental agencies such as the National Science Foundation and the 
Department of State. Ideally, these organizations, in conjunction with the federal government, 
could implement national level funding opportunities, similar to the grants offered by the 
National Science Foundation, which universities and students could apply for. This could also 
include offering incentives to higher education institutions to bring in international students 
through fellowship programs specifically for international students.  
On a smaller level, we could work together to share resources on helping our students 
apply for funding opportunities. For example, the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
has one of the most comprehensive fellowship databases in the United States called the 
Fellowship Finder. (Illinois GC, 2017) This database includes over 1100 funding opportunities 
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for students. While many of these are specific to domestic students, there are a great number of 
fellowships available for international students included as well (861 to be exact). (Illinois GC, 
2017) Of these 861 opportunities for international students, 745 of them are not restricted to 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign students. (Illinois GC, 2017) This means that these 
are opportunities that students from other institutions could apply for and learn about. These are 
the sort of resources that institutions could collaborate on to provide additional funding resources 
to our international students.  
Conclusion 
While the United States has enjoyed a privileged position of power in regards to 
dominating the globalized international student market in the past, we are experiencing negative 
international influences that jeopardize our leadership status. At this time, the long-lasting 
impacts of the political actions of our government, the increased violence and hateful rhetoric in 
our communities, and the increased nationalist views of our nation are unknown. As higher 
education institutions, it is our goal and, I would argue, our responsibility to provide our students 
with a global education in order to produce global citizens. I attended the annual NAFSA 
conference in 2007 and was fortunate to hear Colin Powell speak on the importance of 
international education. His argument that day was similar to that of a 2004 speech that included 
“The more we know about each other, the more we learn about each other, the more we engage 
on differences that we have between our societies and between our social systems and between 
our political points of view, the better off we are. The more dialogue we have at every level, and 
especially at the academic level, where opinion-makers are located…the better off we are.” 
(Powell, 2004: NAFSA, 2011) 
169 
 
Similarly to Colin Powell’s argument above, I believe that it is important not only for our 
domestic citizens to gain global citizenship values and perspectives, but providing this to 
international students also lets them return home with good American experiences to foster better 
leadership relationships for the United States and foreign nations. These experiences directly tie 
into and affect our political and global knowledge economies. There are also a number of 
economic advantages to maintaining and even increasing our international student enrollments. 
International students contribute greatly to our economies, both state and federal, and losing our 
competitive edge and decreasing our enrollment numbers will negatively impact our economic 
state.   
In order to remain competitive and continue to offer a global education, we must be more 
strategic in our globalization efforts and operations. While this has been the case for some time, 
the current political climate and growing negative perceptions have increased the urgency of this 
need for change. Policy makers at higher education institutions must engage in strategic planning 
or I would argue we will see declines in international student enrollments. And this will result in 
a decreased global leadership status for our higher education institutions. To succeed, we need to 
consider offering accelerated curriculum options, diversify our international student populations, 
and work together to advocate for the importance of globalization in higher education and 
recruiting international students.  
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Appendix A: Questionnaire and Interview Protocols 
 
Questionnaire Recruitment Email 1 with Consent and Questionnaire Questions 
 
Dear Administrator/Faculty: 
 
I am writing to ask you to complete a short 12-question questionnaire regarding international 
student recruitment trends and policies at your institution. As the Director of Admissions, 
Registration, and Enrollment Services for the Graduate College of the University of Illinois at 
Urbana-Champaign, I’m hopeful this information will be helpful to our institution as we 
strategize regarding international recruitment.  
 
The primary use of this questionnaire data will be for my personal doctoral dissertation that I am 
currently working on in the Education Policy Organization and Leadership program at Illinois. 
My dissertation is researching how the Bologna Declaration in Europe is impacting the United 
States’ leadership status in the globalized higher education market. This research is under the 
direction of Dr. Cameron McCarthy. For any questions regarding this questionnaire, you may 
contact me at 217-377-1717 or bspark@illinois.edu, or Dr. McCarthy at 217-244-4953 or 
cmccart1@illinois.edu.  
 
By completing this questionnaire, you are providing consent for your responses to be published 
within my dissertation; however, your name and institutional affiliation responses will be kept 
confidential. If you wish to allow for your name and institutional affiliation to be published with 
your responses, the 11th question of this questionnaire allows you to provide consent to sharing 
this information. Participation in this questionnaire is completely voluntary and you may skip 
any questions you prefer not to answer.  
 
When this research is discussed or published, no one will know that you were in the study unless 
you specifically consent to allow your name to be linked to your questionnaire 
responses.  However, laws and university rules might require us to disclose information about 
you.  For example, if required by laws or University Policy, study information which identifies 
you may be seen or copied by the following people or groups:  a) The university committee and 
office that reviews and approves research studies, the Institutional Review Board (IRB) and 
Office for Protection of Research Subjects; and b) University and state auditors, and 
Departments of the university responsible for oversight of research. If you feel you have not been 
treated according to the descriptions in this form, or if you have any questions about your rights 
as a research subject, including questions, concerns, complaints, or to offer input, you may call 
the Office for the Protection of Research Subjects (OPRS) at 217-333-2670 or e-mail OPRS at 
irb@illinois.edu 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Elizabeth Spark 
Director of Admissions, Registration, and Enrollment Services, Graduate College 
PhD Candidate, Education Policy Organization and Leadership Department 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
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Questionnaire Questions 
 
1. How would you rate your awareness of the Bologna Declaration? 
1 = Very Low      2 = Low                 3 = Moderate                    4 = High                5 = Very High 
 
2. How would you rate your institution’s awareness of the Bologna Declaration? 
1 = Very Low      2 = Low                 3 = Moderate                    4 = High                5 = Very High 
 
3. How would you rate your level of concern that international applicants are choosing Europe over 
the United States for higher education? 
1 = Very Low      2 = Low                 3 = Moderate                    4 = High                5 = Very High 
 
4. Do you accept three-year Bologna-compliant bachelor degrees for graduate admission? 
Yes, we admit them on full status             Yes, we admit them on probationary status  No 
 
5. Have you experienced a decline in applicants from Europe?  
Yes, a significant decrease                           Yes, a moderate decrease  No 
 
6. Have you experienced a decline in international student enrollments? 
Yes, a significant decrease                           Yes, a moderate decrease   No 
7. Have you experienced a decline in international exchange agreements? 
Yes, a significant decrease                           Yes, a moderate decrease   No 
8. Are you aware of international applicants choosing schools in Europe over the United States? 
Yes, a significant decrease                           Yes, a moderate decrease   No 
9. How would you describe the effects of the Bologna Declaration on your institution? 
Open-ended question 
 
10. For what reasons are you concerned that international applicants may choose to study in Europe 
rather than the United States? 
Open-ended question 
 
11. Do you consent to having your name and institutional affiliation published within my doctoral 
dissertation, as well as shared with the Graduate College at the University of Illinois at Urbana-
Champaign?  
Yes         No 
 
Participant Name: ____________________ 
Title: _______________________________ 
Institution: __________________________ 
 
12. Are you willing to participate in a 30 minute phone interview to further discuss the Bologna 
Declaration and its impacts on the global competition market for international students? 
Yes         No 
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Questionnaire Recruitment Follow Up Email 
 
Dear Administrator/Faculty: 
 
I wanted to follow-up with you regarding the below email sent on (date). I am hopeful that you 
may be able to complete this short questionnaire. If you have any questions about the 
questionnaire or its purpose, I would be more than happy to talk with you further and can be 
reached at 217-377-1717 or bspark@illinois.edu. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Elizabeth Spark 
Director of Admissions, Registration, and Enrollment Services, Graduate College 
PhD Candidate, Education Policy Organization and Leadership Department 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
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Questionnaire Received Thank You Email 
 
Dear Administrator/Faculty: 
 
Thank you for completing the questionnaire regarding the Bologna Declaration and international 
student recruitment. I greatly appreciate your willingness to participate in this project! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Elizabeth Spark 
Director of Admissions, Registration, and Enrollment Services, Graduate College 
PhD Candidate, Education Policy Organization and Leadership Department 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
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Interview Consent Form Email 
 
Dear Administrator/Faculty: 
 
Thank you for completing the questionnaire regarding the Bologna Declaration and international 
student recruitment, and for agreeing to participate in an interview to further discuss these topics. 
I have attached a consent form that I need you to complete and then we can schedule the phone 
interview. If you could please sign the consent form, scan, and email back to me, I would greatly 
appreciate it!  
 
I greatly appreciate your willingness to participate in this project! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Elizabeth Spark 
Director of Admissions, Registration, and Enrollment Services, Graduate College 
PhD Candidate, Education Policy Organization and Leadership Department 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
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Interview Consent Form 
 
Date 
 
Dear Administrator/Faculty:  
 
Thank you for completing the questionnaire regarding the Bologna Declaration and international 
student recruitment, and for agreeing to participate in an interview to further discuss these topics.  
The purpose of my research is to understand how the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
and the United States can learn from the European Bologna Declaration, a major higher 
education reform, in terms of competition for international students. The ultimate goal will be to 
develop strategies for the United States, and more specifically for the University of Illinois at 
Urbana-Champaign, to remain competitive and increase its competitiveness in the international 
student market for higher education. 
 
In the interview, I would like to talk with you about your perspectives and experiences with 
international student recruitment and enrollment trends, policies, and strategies. With your 
permission, I would like to audiotape the interview. I will use the audiotape only to make sure 
that I have a complete and accurate record of our conversation. Then, I will erase it. Your 
responses may be published within my dissertation; however, your name and institutional 
affiliation will be kept confidential. If you wish to allow for your name and institutional 
affiliation to be published, you may indicate this permission below.   
 
I expect the interview to take approximately 30 minutes, and I anticipate no risks to participating 
in this research other than what might be experienced in normal life. Your perspectives and 
insights will contribute in valuable ways to our work. But, clearly, your participation in this 
interview is wholly voluntary. 
 
When this research is discussed or published, no one will know that you were in the study unless 
you unless you specifically consent below to publish/present your name with your interview 
responses.  However, laws and university rules might require us to disclose information about 
you.  For example, if required by laws or University Policy, study information which identifies 
you may be seen or copied by the following people or groups:  a) The university committee and 
office that reviews and approves research studies, the Institutional Review Board (IRB) and 
Office for Protection of Research Subjects; and b) University and state auditors, and 
Departments of the university responsible for oversight of research. 
 
If you feel you have not been treated according to the descriptions in this form, or if you have 
any questions about your rights as a research subject, including questions, concerns, complaints, 
or to offer input, you may call the Office for the Protection of Research Subjects (OPRS) at 217-
333-2670 or e-mail OPRS at irb@illinois.edu 
  
If you have any questions, you may contact me at bspark@illinois.edu, or my dissertation 
advisor, Dr. Cameron McCarthy, at cmccart1@illinois.edu. For questions about rights as a 
participant in research involving human subjects, you may contact the University of Illinois 
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Institutional Review Board (IRB) Office (217) 333-2670, irb@illinois.edu. You are welcome to 
call collect if you identify yourself as a research participant. 
 
Sincerely, 
Elizabeth Spark 
Director of Admissions, Registration, and Enrollment Services, Graduate College 
PhD Candidate, Education Policy Organization and Leadership Department 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign 
                              
 
I have read and understood this consent letter and voluntarily agree to participate in this 
interview. 
 
Print Name:  _________________________________ Date:  _______________________ 
 
Your Signature:  ______________________________  
 
Permission to audio-tape granted.  ___ yes   ___ no 
 
Permission granted to publish respondent’s name and institution affiliation.       ___ yes   ___ no 
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Institutional Interview Questions 
 
1. From what other nations or higher education areas have you seen an increase in competition 
for international students? 
 
a. What strategies has your institution implemented to respond to this increased global 
competition for international students? 
 
b. More specifically, what strategies has your institution implemented to respond to the 
Bologna Declaration? 
 
2. Do you think the U.S. or Europe is doing a better job with international student recruitment?  
 
a. Why? 
 
b. What lessons do you think the U.S. could learn from Europe’s successes with the 
Bologna Declaration? 
 
3. Based on your experience working with international students at U.S. institutions, what 
factors do you believe negatively impact U.S. institutions’ ability to recruit international 
students? 
 
a. What factors do you believe positively impact U. S. institutions’ ability to recruit 
international students? 
 
4. Do you believe the U.S. government should take a more active role in encouraging the 
recruitment of international students?  
 
a. Why or why not? 
 
5. Do you have any other thoughts that you would like to share on the increase in global 
competition for international students? 
 
a. Do you have any other thoughts that you would like to share on the impact of the 
Bologna Declaration on the U.S.’ ability to recruit international students?  
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Appendix B: List of Bologna Declaration Members 
 
 
 Albania   
 Andorra   
 Armenia   
 Austria   
 Azerbaijan   
 Belarus   
 Belgium - Flemish Community   
 Belgium - French Community   
 Bosnia and Herzegovina   
 Bulgaria   
 Croatia   
 Cyprus   
 Czech Republic   
 Denmark   
 Estonia   
 European Commission  
 Finland   
 France   
 Georgia   
 Germany   
 Greece   
 Holy See   
 Hungary   
 Iceland   
 Ireland   
 Italy   
 Kazakhstan   
 
 
